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DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Bel | Landfill Superfund Site
Terry Township
Bradf ord County, Pennsylvania

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected renedial action plan for the Bell Landfill Superfund
Site (the "Site") in Bradford County, Pennsylvania which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA"), as anmended by the Superfund
Amendnent s and Reaut hori zation act of 1986, 42 U S.C [Para] 9601 ("SARA'), and to the extent practicable,
the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ("NCP'), 40 CF. R Part 300. This
deci sion i s based upon and docunented in the contents of the Administrative Record. The attached index
identifies the itens which conprise the Adm nistrative Record.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania concurs with the sel ected renedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U.S. C
[ Para] 9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, as specified in

Section VI, Sutmmary of Site Risks, in the ROD, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action sel ected,
nmay present an immnent and substantial endangernent to the public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON COF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The remedi al action plan in this document is presented as the permanent renedy for controlling the soil
and groundwat er contam nation at the Site. This remedy is conprised of the foll owi ng conponents:

i Capping two fill areas with a Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnental Resources ("PADER') nuni ci pal
landfill cap.

=

Reconstructing the existing | eachate collection system and collecting | eachate in new storage tanks
for off-site treatment and di sposal .

i Deed restriction preventing residential use of the Site.

i Renmoving visibly stained soils fromthe areas inpacted by | eachate (followed by confirnmatory
sanpling), and placing these soils in areas to be capped.

i Long-term moni toring of ground and surface water.
i Landfill gas venting system
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determne that the selected renedy is protective of human
health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State requirenents that |legally are applicable or
rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost-effective. The selected renmedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable, and satisfies
the statutory preference for renedial actions in which treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune
is a principal elemnent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site above heal t h-based | evels, a
review will be conducted within five (5) years after the commrencenent of the renedial action to ensure that
human health and the environnent continue to be adequately protected by the renedy.

9/ 30/ 94
Peter H Kostmayer Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strator
Region |11
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RECORD CF DECI SI ON

Bel | Landfill Superfund Site
Terry Township

Bradf ord County, Pennsylvania Sept enber 30, 1994
1. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

The Bell Landfill Superfund Site (the "Site") is located in Terry Township, nine mles southeast of the
town of Towanda, in Bradford County, Pennsylvania. The Site consists of approxinately 33 acres of |and
situated in a rural, sparsely inhabited area. It is accessible via Parker Road, a township road |ocated

between the villages of New Era and Evergreen. The location of the Site is showm on Figure 1.

The Site is approximately rectangular in shape with its long axis oriented north-south. Parker Road
runs along the southern boundary of the Site, while the northern boundary is an open cornfield. The eastern
and western boundaries of the Site are two parallel tributaries to Sugar Run (a creek). There is a snal
pond at the southeastern corner of the Site. To restrict entry, the Site is surrounded by a seven and a half
foot high woven chain link fence

Most of the Site is situated on the southern flank of a low hill that is partly forested. Two fill
areas are covered with tall grass, and are flanked fromthe north by sparsely vegetated borrow areas. From
the access road the Site appears simlar to the surroundi ng woods and pastures. Land use in the area
surrounding the Site is prinmarily agricultural and residential. The population in the area is sparse. There
are approximately 99 residents living within a one mle radius of the Site.

Three snall energent wetlands are |located within the Site boundaries. One is found at the nonitoring

pond | ocated south of the lined area. The other two are |located within depressions north of the fill areas
that appear to be an old borrow area. There is also one small forested wetland on the southeastern corner of
the site that resulted froma seep near the unlined landfill |eachate collection pit.

There are no threatened or endangered species presently known to be indigenous to the area of the Site.
There are no wildlife refuges, state forests or state gane |lands |ocated on the Site. The abundance of
sparsely popul ated areas, nostly woods and pastures, around the Site, however, creates a good ganme habitat.

<Fi gur e>
Il. H STORY OF WASTE DI SPCSAL

Aerial photographs taken in the 1950's reveal that the north-central portion of the Site appeared to be
heavi |y wooded and the southeastern portion of the site was nostly pasture or grazing land. The phot ographs
al so show plowed fields adjacent to the north, east, and west boundari es.

In 1967, Terry Township | eased the property from Wyne and Walter Gowi n and began to di spose of
househol d garbage at the Site. This action was taken in response to residents' requests for a centralized
pl ace to di spose of refuse and garbage. The township operated the open dunp for nunicipal trash until 1969.
At that tine the township, unable to neet Pennsyl vani a Department of Environnental Resources ("PADER')
sanitary di sposal requirements, ceased its activities

In August 1973, Herbert Bell |eased the Site property fromthe CGowi ns and began operating a dunp. On
March 14, 1975, M. Bell purchased thirty-three (33) acres of the Gowi n property, including the 10 acres
previously |l eased fromthe Gowins in August, 1973. M. Bell began disposing waste on the Site in an area of

approximately 3 acres in the southeastern portion of the Site. This area, shown as the "unlined fill area"
on Figure 2, was operated as an unpernitted landfill from 1973 to 1975. On Septenber 5, 1975, PADER issued a
solid waste permt for the unlined fill area for the disposal of prinmarily municipal waste. Wste disposal

continued in this area until 1978 when PADER i ssued an order to cease operations in the
unlined fill area

In the sane year, M. Bell obtained PADER s approval to construct a lined landfill cell. This part of
the Site is referred to on Figure 2 as the "lined fill area". As part of the pernit for the lined area, M.
Bel | was required to close the unlined fill area and install a |leachate collection system He capped the
unlined fill area with a thin |ayer of native soil and constructed a drain | eading to an eastern col |l ection

t ank.



The lined fill area was constructed in 1978 and operated until August, 1981. This landfill cell was
constructed by partial excavation of the land surface, conpacting this new sub-grade, and lining the
sub-grade with an asphalt stabilized base. An excavated trench with a Poly Vinyl Chloride ("PVC') pipe was
placed at the |ow end of the liner to collect |eachate. This collection pipe was connected to the western
| eachate coll ection tank. Another PVC pipe was placed beneath the cell liner to nonitor |eachate
| eakage. This nonitoring pipe drains to a nonitoring pond downgradi ent of the lined fill area. The |andfil
was permitted and used for the disposal of rmunicipal waste as well as nonhazardous, industrial, residua
waste. In addition, the landfill was approved and used for the disposal of industrial wastewater treatnent
pl ant sl udge.

<Fi gur e>

The owner/operator of the landfill, Herbert M Bell, died on Cctober 6, 1980. M. Bell died intestate
and his wife, divia M Bell, was naned Adm nistrator of his estate and kept the landfill open after his
death until instructed by PADERto initiate closure of the landfill in 1981. |In August, 1981 PADER i ssued
cl osure and post closure procedures which were to be followed at the site due to inproper landfill operation
and nunerous pernmt violations for inproper cover material and inadequate nmai ntenance of the |eachate
collection tanks. As part of closure, the owner/operator capped the disposal area with native soil. No
known waste di sposal has occurred subsequent to closing the lined landfill in 1981.

Currently, there are several |eachate seeps that originate fromboth the unlined and |ined waste
di sposal areas. Brown and orange seeps have stained the soil and appear to have weakened vegetation. In
addition, there are several seeps connected with the | eachate collection system

8 Leachate fromthe unlined fill area overflows onto the ground fromthe | eachate collection drain |line
upgradi ent of the eastern |eachate collection tank.

i Leachate fromthe lined fill area overflows fromthe western collection tank.

i The nonitoring pond, located in the vicinity of the lined fill area enmits a foul odor (simlar to
| eachate in the lined area) and overflows at the southwest corner of the Site.

111,  RESPONSE ACTI ONS BY EPA AND PADER

Contam nant releases related to the Site were initially identified in Novenber, 1979 after nearby
resi dents conpl ai ned of |eachate running off the site into nearby surface water. This resulted in an initial
inspection and sanpling of the Site by EPA in February and May of 1980. During an inspection on July 30,
1980, a PADER official discovered approximately fifty (50) druns, approximately half of themfilled with
uni dentified chem cals. The druns were deternined to have conme from GIE- Syl vania (currently known as Qsram
Sylvania, Inc.). Upon information and belief, GIE-Sylvania is thought to have nmade arrangenents to have
t hese drums packaged and renoved fromthe Site.

In 1984, EPA and PADER began a Prelimnary Assessnent/Site Investigation ("PASI") including |aboratory
anal ysis of |eachate and residential well water sanples. |In Septenber 1986, EPA conpleted the PA/SI of the
Site. Following further site investigation and additional related studies, EPA proposed the Site for
inclusion on the National Priorities List ("NPL)" of Superfund sites on June 16, 1988. After a public
comrent period, EPA placed the Site on the NPL on Cctober 4, 1989, 54 Fed. Reg. 401015.

On February 11, 1991, EPA and three Settling Conpanies ("SCs"), E.|l. DuPont deNenours & Conpany
("DuPont"), GIE-Sylvania Corporation ("GIE"'), and Masonite Corporation ("Masonite") entered into an
Adm ni strative Order by Consent ("ACC'). The SCs agreed in the Order to conduct a Renedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study ("RI/FS"), with EPA and PADER oversight, of the entire Site in accordance
with the applicable provisions of CERCLA

To streamine the RI/FS process and prioritize | eachate di scharges, EPA divided the Site into two
Operable Units ("QUs") known as QU1 and QU-2. QU1 conprised the two fill areas and their associated
| eachate collection drains and tanks. QU2 addressed the rest of the Site. The RI/FS Wrk Plan for QU1 was
approved on July 30, 1992 and the RI/FS Wrk Plan for QU2 was approved on August 18, 1992.

The RI field work started in Septenber 1992. |In Novenber 1992 sanpling for both Operable Units was
almost entirely conpleted. Because the draft RI/FS Report for OU 1 (Decenber 1992) dealt with the major
environnental issues associated with the Site (leachate managenent and closure), and because field activities



for QU2 were proceedi ng ahead of schedule, both EPA and the SCs agreed to re-conbine the Site into a single
operabl e unit and produce a single Ri sk Assessment ("RA"), Feasibility Study ("FS'), and
Record of Decision ("ROD') for the entire Site.

The SCs subnitted the results of the QU2 investigation as the Rl Report Addendum One ("Addenduni') on
March 19, 1993. EPA approved both the R Report and the Addendum on Decenber 16, 1993. Following this
study, EPA conpleted the site-specific Human Health Ri sk Assessment ("HRA") and the Ecol ogi cal R sk
Assessnment ("ERA'). The Feasibility Study was submtted on July 7, 1994.

IV.  PREVI QUS SI TE | NVESTI GATI ONS
i Site Identification by EPA° 1979 and 1980

After an initial site inspection, EPA suspected that a faulty |eachate collection system my have

contami nated surface and ground waters at the Bell Landfill Site. A Prelimnary Assessnment was perforned in
February and May, 1980. Sanpling taken during the Prelimnary Assessnent reveal ed the presence of both
trichloroethane (TCE) and cadmumin a farmpond, and cadmumin |eachate. Sanpling also reveal ed the
presence of cadmumin a home well.

i PADER s Drinking Water Evaluation in 1983

PADER tested eight (8) residential wells |ocated downgradi ent of Bell Landfill. PADER found that manganese
and iron levels were slightly above "the reconmended | evels for public drinking water supplies". PADER
noti ced the degradati on of surface waters downgradi ent of the landfill.

§ NUS Corporation in 1984

In Decenber 1984 NUS Corporation conducted a site inspection for EPA. The predom nant conpounds in | eachate
sanpl es were nethyl ene chl ori de, ketones, and phenols. Pentachl orophenol, which was not present in the

| eachate sanples, was detected in residential wells. No Volatile O ganic Conmpounds ("VOCs") or Sem -Volatile
O gani ¢ Compounds ("SVOCs") were detected in surface water sanples.

§ Private residents in 1984

Ei ght (8) residents sent water sanples to three selected | aboratories to evaluate contam nation of water in
their wells along with sanples froma farmpond and Messersnmith Creek. The only conpounds detected (at |ow
ppb detection linmts) were: phenols, phenanthrene, phthal ates, fluoroanthrene and pyrene. |norganic

anal ysis revealed slightly elevated | evels of iron and nanganese in the drinking water

§ PADER s Aguatic Biological Investigation in March 1985

Chem cal and biol ogi cal sanples were collected fromsix (6) locations (five taken froma stream and one from
the farmpond). The observed chem cal quality of the stream sanples was good. Aquatic life in the stream

i ndi cated good streamconditions. Landfill |eachate, however, reduced the oxygen concentration in Mster's
pond and therefore accel erated eutrophic conditions of this habitat.

§ NUS Corporation in 1989

NUS Corporation collected Target Conpound List ("TCL") sanples fromtwo | eachate seepages, one on-site well,
and four residential wells. The |eachate sanples consisted of the m xture of ketones, chlorinated

hydr ocar bons, and aromatics typical for municipal landfills. The on-site well sanple reveal ed the presence
of VOCs. The sanples taken reveal ed that drinking water in the residential wells was within the Safe
Drinking Water Act standards, 42 U S.C [Para] 300(h).

V. REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

The Bell Landfill Settling Conpanies retained Environmental Resources Managenent, Inc. ("ERM) to
conduct the R pursuant to the Administrative Order by Consent entered into between EPA and the SCs. The
primary objective of the Rl was to collect the infornation necessary to select renediation for the Site. The
Rl included infornation on the followi ng: |eachate, soil, groundwater, landfill gas sanpling, geophysica
investigation, aquifer testing, residential well sanpling, and an ecol ogi cal survey.

LEACHATE | NVESTI GATI ON



Leachate is a liquid that results fromrain water collecting contamnants as it trickles through wastes.
This liquid may appear at the ground surface in the formof |eachate seeps. Leachate sanples from seeps and
collection tanks were anal yzed. Leachate fromthe Site contained a mxture of ketones, aromatics,
chl ori nated hydrocarbons, and heavy netals. These contamnants are sinilar to | eachate generated fromtypica
domestic refuse. Leachate analytical results fromthe lined and unlined areas are
presented in Tables 1 and 2. Locations of |eachate and surface soils sanples are presented in Figure 3

Leachate fromthe lined fill area was nore concentrated and nore acidic than fromthe unlined fill area.
However, the differences can be expl ained by the age and degree of deconposition of the waste, and al so by
the presence of red sludge (industrial waste) in the lined fill area.

A geophysi cal investigation consisting of an el ectronagnetic conductivity survey was conducted to

characterize the lateral extent of both fill areas. Further investigations were perfornmed to |ocate the
drain line, and to deternine its extent and condition. Results of the surveys enabled ERMto estimate the
vol ume of refuse at 59,600 cubic yards for each portion of the landfill; and the rate of |eachate generation

2.6 gallons per minute ("gpnt) fromthe lined area, and 3 gpmfromthe unlined area. The
survey of the | eachate collection systemincluded | eachate drains and two tanks. The collection drain was
uncovered and nmarked, and the |ateral extent of both fill areas were delineated

LANDFI LL GAS SURVEY

To eval uate expl osi on hazards caused by the deconposition of landfill wastes, ERM perforned nonitoring
for methane (a common |landfill gas) and for total VOCs. Methane and VOC concentrati ons were neasured around
the perinmeter of each fill area. Only 7 out of 18 sanpling |ocations reveal ed concentrations above 1, 000

ppm The concentrati on above whi ch net hane becones explosive is 53,000 ppm Therefore, there is not a
current threat of explosion fromon-site gases at the Site.

<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>

SO L CONTAM NATI ON

To characterize the surface soil contam nation and determ ne background | evels, ERM col | ected sanpl es
fromareas inpacted by | eachate seeps, along the |eachate flow paths, and fromthe areas where crushed debris
were found. Sanples were al so taken fromthe points where | eachate overflowed onto the ground surface from
the | eachate collection tanks. Background surface soil sanmple BGSS-1 was collected froma wooded area near
the northern fence line. Sanple results are presented in Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6. Locations of |eachate and
surface soil sanples are presented in Figure 3. As anticipated, sanples collected close to the | eachate
seeps contai ned many of the sane constituents found in the | eachate. Sanples collected further fromleachate
seeps had | ower VOC concentrations. Concentration of VOCs
decreased as the distance fromthe | eachate seeps increased. However, the concentration of netals, which
wer e el evated above background in areas inpacted by | eachate seeps, did not decrease with distance.

Two areas where crushed drums ("drum area") and bull dozed debris ("debris area") indicated different
soi|l contam nation patterns were investigated. Sanples fromthese areas revealed el evated | evels of netals,
PAHs, and the presence of DDT
GROUNDWATER QUALI TY

EPA has established several class types for groundwater aquifers using the following criteria:
<Fi gur e>

EPA has classified the affected aquifer at the Bell Landfill Site as a Class Il A aquifer, a current
source of drinking water, in accordance with the EPA docurment "Quidelines for Goundwater d assification”
(Final Draft, Decenber 1986).
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>

<Fi gur e>

Six (6) bedrock nonitoring wells were installed to evaluate ground water quality and to provide



information on the site-specific geology. Information fromwell logs indicated that the Site is underlined by
al ternating beds of sandstones, siltstones, and shales. The site hydrology is characterized by groundwater
flowwithin limted water-bearing fractures resulting in lowyielding wells. Two of these nmonitoring wells
were used to performa slug test. This test is used to characterize hydraulic properties

of the aquifer in the vicinity of the landfill. The test showed | ow hydraulic conductivity, and confirned
the exi stence of a | owyielding bedrock aquifer. The northern portion of the Site serves as a ground water
recharge area. The eastern tributary serves as a main ground water discharge point. There is also a smaller
conponent of ground water flow discharging to the western tributary. These conditions cause the mpjority of
groundwater to flow fromnorthwest to southeast, and a snaller portion of groundwater to flow fromnorth to
nor t heast .

Locations of the on-site nmonitoring wells are presented in Figure 4. Goundwater analytical results are
presented in Tables 7 and 8.

Sanpl es fromwells | ocated downgradi ent of the unlined fill area reveal ed above background
concentrations of VOCs, primarily chlorinated hydrocarbons (5 ppb of vinyl chloride, 8 ppb of
perchl oroet hyl ene ("PCE"'), 32 ppb of TCE), and minor anounts of aronmtics and one ketone. The
concentrations of metals were within the drinking water standards; however, there were sonme trace amounts of
arsenic and el evated concentrati ons of cal cium magnesi um and nanganese. No pesticides or PCBs were
det ect ed.

Five (5) residential wells were sanpled. Sanples fromtwo of these wells reveal ed | evel s of nanganese
el evated above background. One well was found to have above-background | evel s of arsenic, and another well
contai ned both arseni c and bi s(2-ethyl hexyl )phthal ate. However, there is no evi dence
that the residential water contaminants are site-related, especially since iron, an indicator of |eachate
contami nation, was not el evated above background in four of the five sanpled wells. As with the sanples of
wel l's | ocated downgradi ent of the unlined fill area, no pesticides or PCBs were detected in the residential
wel | s.

STREAM SURVEY RESULTS

Surface water and sedi ment sanples were collected fromeight (8) sanpling points, called "stations".
Seven stations were |located along the western and eastern tributaries; one station was |ocated at the farm
pond. Surface water, sedinent and nacroi nvertebrate sanpling |locations are presented in Figure 5. Surface
water anal ytical results are presented in Tables 9 and 10.

<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>

Sorme of these sanples, especially those fromthe pond, indicated | ower dissolved oxygen concentrations
causi ng some accel eration of eutrophic conditions of this pond. This could be related to | eachate
di scharges. The results of the surface water analyses indicate that site-rel ated contam nants had no inpact
upon the surface water. Methylene chloride was the only VOC conpound present in the sanples and it was
detected only once. Simlarly, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate was the only detected SVOC, and
nmet hoxychl or the only pesticide. Each of these were detected at only one station (sanpling point). O the
six netals detected, the difference between upstream and downstream stations, except for sodium was within
one order of magnitude. Therefore, the observed water quality of streans did not appear to be inpacted by
the Site.

Addi ti onal contami nants were detected in the sedinent sanples: five VOCs (including carbon disulfide and
net hyl ene chl oride), six SVOCs (including pyrene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, fluoranthene, and
phthal ates), three pesticides, and twenty netals. Al of the sanple concentrati ons were within an order of
magni tude of each other, and the sanples fromthe farm pond indicated the hi ghest concentrations.

ECOLOG CAL SURVEY
Li ving organi sms inhabiting the tributaries and pond indicate water contam nation which is sinmlar to

the laboratory analytical data. Some of these organi snms (macroinvertebrates), present diversity and
abundance | evel s proportional to the cleanliness of the water. At the Bell Landfill Site macroinvertebrate



were surveyed at six (6) stations. Five of the stations indicated excellent water quality. One station
(downstream of the farm pond) indicated good water quality.

An on-site habitat survey identified five najor habitat cover types. The predoni nant cover type,
covering approxinmately 60 to 70 percent of the Site was a "successional old field". It is a typical
secondary vegetation, characteristic for ecologically disturbed areas, such as landfills and borrow areas.
The information on the Site habitats will be used to ensure appropriate ecol ogi cal restoration nethods during
the remedi al design. No threatened or endangered species are present or use the Site.

VI. SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS

Two Ri sk Assessnent studies were prepared as part of the Remedial |nvestigation. The studies identified
existing and future risks, assumng that conditions of the site do not change. The Human Health R sk
Assessnent ("HRA") eval uated human health risks while the Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessment ("ERA") eval uated
environnental inpacts at the Site.

The HRA and ERA are used by EPA to evaluate the need for renedial action. These risk assessnents hel p
determine the levels to which site contam nation nust be reduced to ensure future protecti on of human health
and the environnent. Both assessnents are based on the assunption that exposure to Site contam nants can
occur only if a conplete exposure pathway exists. The exposure pathway consists of the followi ng el enents:

i a chenical source (contaninants);

—

a nmedi um (such as water, soil, air) through which contam nants can be transported;

=

a point of contact with contam nants (exposure point); and

=

a route of exposure (such as ingestion, inhalation, or dermal (skin) contact at the exposure point).
The Human Health R sk Assessment

Cont am nants of concern ("COC') evaluated during the process of the HRA and deternined to be relevant to
this site are presented in Table 11. Potential risks for human health are identified by calculating the risk
| evel for carcinogenic chemcals and the hazard i ndex for noncarcinogeni c chem cal s.

Potential increased cancer risk is identified by the risk level. The concept of risk |level can be
explained as follows: if we assune that approxi mately 25 percent (25% of popul ati on deaths were caused by
cancer, in a population of one mllion, 250,000 people (or 25% of the popul ation) would die of cancer. If
this popul ati on was inpacted by a superfund site with a cancer risk caused by a specific contam nant
calculated as 1.0 x 10[-6], then, 250,001 people mght die, and this one death above a "statistical" 250,000

level could be attributed to the site. |If the risk was 1.0 x 10[-4] the anount of people who die (still
usi ng the popul ati on nunber of one million) mght be 250,100. An additional one hundred people
above the 250,000 level. The EPA Target R sk Range for lifetine cancer risk for a superfund site is between

1.0 x 10[-6] and 1.0 x 10[-4]. Renedial action is generally warranted at a superfund site when the cal cul ated
carcinogenic risk | evel exceeds 1.0 x 10[-4].

The Hazard Index ("H ") identifies the potential for the nost sensitive individuals to be adversely
affected by noncarci nogenic chemcals. |If the H exceeds one (1.0), there can be concern for potential
noncar ci nogenic effects. As a rule, the greater the value of the hazard i ndex above 1.0, the greater the
| evel of concern.

Potential | y exposed popul ati ons under current use scenarios include child trespassers, adult hunters,
and residents who use private wells. The current use scenario assunes that the use of the Site woul d not
change. The future use scenario considered residential and commercial use of the Site by residents and
wor ker s.

<Fi gur e>
A. R sk Characterization - Current Use
Exposure routes include ingestion and/or dernmal contact with | eachate, ingestion of soil, inhalation of

dust, ingestion of water fromprivate wells, ingestion and/or dermal contact with surface water, and
ingestion and/or dermal contact with sediment. Estinated risks associated with these exposure routes are



sumari zed in Table 12 and di scussed separately bel ow

Leachate I ngestion and Absorption

The hi ghest total carcinogenic risk to child trespassers is 5.0 x 10[-6], and for adult hunters it is 2.0 x
10[-5]. Methylene chloride (a probable human carci nogen) and vinyl chloride (a known human carci nogen) are
the main contributors to the carcinogenic risk. The risk for child trespassers is slightly above the EPA
Target Risk Range for lifetinme cancer risk of 1.0 x 10[-6] to 1.0 x 10[-4]. Noncancer effects, caused
predomi nantly by nanganese, are highest for child trespassers (H 2.2), and adult hunters (H 1.2) ingesting
| eachate either through water or eating the nmeat of killed gane.

Surface Soil Ingestion

Both the H and total carcinogenic risk indices do not indicate increased risk |evels

I nhal ati on of Dust

Both the H and total carcinogenic risk indices do not indicate increased risk |evels

G oundwat er I ngestion (Residential Wlls

The hi ghest total carcinogenic risk is 5.0 x 10[-5]. This risk is for exposure of adults to residential well
groundwater in a residential use scenario. Arsenic is the main contributor to the cancer risk. This risk
level is within the EPA Target R sk Range for lifetine cancer risk of 1.0 x 10[-6] to 1.0 x 10[-4]. The H
does not indicate increased risk |evels.

G oundwat er Dermal Absorption

The H and total increased carcinogenic risk indices indicate that no potential adverse health inpacts of
significance are expected due to the exposure of receptors to Site related contam nants by these pat hways.

<Fi gur e>
Surface Water Ingestion and Absorption

The H and total increased carcinogenic risk indices indicate that no potential adverse health inpacts of
significance are expected due to the exposure of receptors to Site related contam nants by this pathway.

Sedi nent | ngestion and Absorption
Both the H and total carcinogenic risk indices do not indicate increased risk |evels
B. R sk Characterization - Future Use

The future risk scenario eval uates the devel opment of water supply wells for donestic and/or commercia
use within the area of an identified contam nant plume. The exposure routes are the same as those identified
in the current use scenario with the addition of inhalation of VOCs rel eased from groundwater while
showering. Estimated risks associated with these exposure routes are summari zed in Tabl e 13 and di scussed
separately bel ow.

Leachate I ngestion and Absorption

The hi ghest total carcinogenic risk is for child residents ingesting | eachate. This risk is 3.0 x 10[-5],
and it is mainly caused by methylene chloride. This calculated risk is within the EPA Target Ri sk Range of
1.0 x 10[-6] to 1.0 x 10[-4]. The highest H of 22 is for child residents ingesting | eachate. Manganese is
the main contributor to the noncancer risk

Surface Soil Ingestion
The highest total carcinogenic risk of 2.0 x 10[-5] is for child residents. this risk is nostly caused by

arsenic. This calculated risk level is within the EPA Target Ri sk Range of 1.0 x 10[-6] to 1.0 x 10[-4].
The highest H of 5.0 is for child residents. Cadniumis the nmain contributor to the noncancer risk



I nhal ati on of Dust

Both the H and total carcinogenic risk indices do not indicate increased risk |evels
<Fi gur e>

G oundwat er I ngestion and Dermal Absorption (Mnitoring Wlls)

The total carcinogenic risk ranges from2.0 x 10[-6] for child residents dermal absorption to 9.0 x 10[-4]
for adult residents ingestion. Arsenic and vinyl chloride are nmain contributors to the cancer risk. The
calculated risk levels for adult residents and adult workers are higher than the EPA Target R sk Range of 1.0
x 10[-6] to 1.0 x 10[-4]. The highest H for child residents ingesting water fromon-site wells is 36.9.

The noncancer risk is mainly caused by manganese and arsenic.

I nhal ati on of Vapors

The hi ghest |evel of carcinogenic risk of 3.0 x 10[-5] is for adult residents. Vinyl chloride is the main
contributor to the cancer risk. This calculated risk level is within the EPA Target R sk Range of 1.0 x
10[-6] to 1.0 x 10[-4]. The H does not indicate increased noncancer risk |evels.

Surface Water Ingestion and Absorption

Both the H and total carcinogenic risk indices do not indicate increased noncancer risk |evels.
Sedi nent | ngestion and Absorption

Both the H and total carcinogenic risk indices do not indicate increased noncancer risk |evels.
The Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

The ERA shows that the potential exists for an inpact to ecol ogical receptors around the Site.
Leachate, sedinent and surface water are the liquid nedia, and present a potential for a w de distribution of
contam nation. Soil contam nation inpacts stationary and resident fauna. The receptors are the resident
flora and fauna as well as migratory fauna using these nedia for habitat and opportunistic resting and
f eedi ng

VI1. SUWARY OF ALTERNATI VES

The Feasibility Study ("FS') reviewed a variety of technologies to determne if they were applicable to
the contam nation at the Site. Principal contam nants at the Site include manganese (in ground water and
| eachate), nethylene chloride, phenols, netals, arsenic, and VOCs. These contaminants are present in
| eachate, soil, and ground water at the Site. Exposure to other contam nants of concern may occur through
direct contact with or accidental ingestion of ground water and | eachate, and to a | esser degree through soi
and air. Contaninant source control is expected to reduce and eventually elimnate the rel ease of |eachate
into the groundwater and soil, and protect residential wells and surface waters

The remedi ation of the fill areas, |eachate system ground water, and | eachate contam nated soils are
interrelated. Therefore, this evaluation considers the general response actions collectively for all nedia.
The technol ogi es deternmined to be nost applicable were further devel oped into renedial alternatives for the
Site.

The alternatives eval uated are sunmarized bel ow. The estimated costs reported for inplementing each
alternative includes an estimation of operation and maintenance expenses.

ALTERNATI VE 1: NO ACTI ON

Capi tal cost: $0
Annual Qperation and

Mai nt enance (&M Costs: $0
Present Wrth: $0
Time to | npl enent: N A

The No Action Alternative is included in the FS Report for conparison with other alternatives under



investigation. 1t would only be selected if the Site posed little or no risk to the public health or the
envi ronnent .

Under the No Action Alternative the existing fence, |eachate collection drain, and landfill covers woul d
not be repaired. There would be no additional neasures undertaken to remedy and eval uate contam nant sources
or their mgration pathways. Rainfall would continue to infiltrate the surface cover on both landfills, and
| eachate woul d continue to be generated. Leachate seeps and overflow fromthe | eachate collection tanks woul d
be expected to continue until such tinme as contam nant |evels were reduced
through natural attenuation. Risks fromthe Site would remain and could potentially increase with tine.

ALTERNATI VE 2 - SI NGLE BARRI ER CAP, LEACHATE COLLECTI ON, AND GRCUND WATER MONI TORI NG

Capital costs: $1, 707, 655. 00
&M Annual Costs (Year 1) $ 190, 550. 00
(Year 2) $ 129,550.00
(Year 3 through 6) $ 61,550.00
(Year 6 through 30) $ 34,325.00
Total Present Worth Q%M $ 894, 550. 00
Total Present Worth Cost: $2, 870, 000. 00
Time to inplenent: 1 year
In Alternative 2, a single barrier cap would be installed on both the lined and unlined fill areas, the

| eachate coll ection systemwoul d be reconstructed, the debris and drum areas woul d be cl eaned up, and a
ground water nonitoring systemwould be established. deanup of the debris and drum areas and reconstruction
of the leachate collection systemwould be perfornmed prior to cap construction to allow any contam nated
soils to be consolidated in the areas to be capped.

Cl eanup of the debris and drum areas woul d entail renoval of scrap/waste nmaterials and drum carcasses
for off-site disposal or recycling. Any visibly stained soils in the debris area would be renoved and pl aced
in the areas to be capped. Confirnation soil sanpling should be conducted in the drumarea, the debris area,
and the areas of the | eachate seeps followi ng excavation to ensure that the remnai ning contaninants do not
exceed acceptable levels. These levels will be based on the statistical conparison
of background soil sanples and confirmation soil sanples. Gading and revegetation of the debris and drum
areas woul d be perfornmed as needed to restore the natural appearance of these areas.

Reconstruction of the |eachate collection systemwould be acconplished by renoving and repl acing the
perineter drain fromthe unlined fill area to the collection tank, replacing the existing | eachate collection
tanks, tenporarily installing a new | eachate storage tank, and piping the new | eachate collection tanks to
the new storage tank. Visibly stained soils, and soils with contam nants exceedi ng background | evels, from
| eachate seep areas and fromthe | eachate collection tank overfl ows woul d be renoved and placed in the areas
to be capped. Confirmation soil sanmpling will ensure that the renai ning contam nants do not exceed
acceptabl e |l evel s based on the statistical conparison of background sanples and confirmati on soil sanples. A
tenporary storage tank would be installed to contain excess | eachate and
provide a collection point for off-site transportati on and di sposal of |eachate. This tank would be used for
up to two (2) years followi ng capping, by which time | eachate production is expected to decline. The
tenporary storage tank woul d be renmoved fromthe Site at such time as the | eachate collection tanks were able
to provide sufficient storage capacity for |eachate. Potential disposal options for |eachate include the
local Publicly Owmed Treatnent Wrks ("POTW) or a pernitted Treatnent Storage and Di sposal Facility
("TSDF"). The areas around the | eachate collection tanks would be graded and revegetated to restore the
nat ural appearance of these areas.

Contami nation of the groundwater at the Site is currently above background | evels. Sources of
contamination within the landfill will be contained and elimnated fromfurther inpact to groundwater by
construction of the landfill cap and reconstruction of the |eachate collection system These conponents w ||
significantly limt infiltration of rain water through the landfill and collect water presently nigrating
through the landfill. Goundwater contam nant levels will begin to decrease when these conponents of the
remedy are constructed and established. It is estimated that groundwater background |evels will be achieved
inthirty (30) years after cap construction and | eachate collection reconstruction are conpl eted

Once all contaninated soils had been consolidated in the fill areas, cap construction would begin. The
two fill areas would be graded to achieve the required slopes for cap placenent, with additional fil
inmported as needed. A single barrier cap, would consist of a |low perneability |ayer overlain by a drai nage
or cover soil layer, overlain by a vegetated topsoil |ayer. A conceptual |ayout of the cap and | eachate



collection systemis shown on Figure 2

At the conpletion of all construction activities, long-term O&M woul d be i nplenented for the Site. The
O&M woul d i nclude: Maintenance of the caps and | eachate collection system installation and nai ntenance of
any access restrictions (such as perimeter fencing) deenmed necessary to protect the integrity of the Site
and performance of ground water nonitoring. Long-term ground water and surface nonitoring would incorporate
peri odi c sanpling and anal ysis at predeterm ned | ocations which woul d adequately track mgration of
contam nated ground water. The sanpling paraneters would be determ ned during the Remedi al Design. Because
the proposed renedy of this site | eaves hazardous waste in place, 5-year reviews woul d be conducted to ensure
that the Site continues to be protective of hunman health and the environnent.

Veget ati ve cover of the sanme seasonal variety as vegetation native to the Site would be planted on the
capped area and areas disturbed by soil renoval. Deed restrictions to prevent future use of on-site ground
wat er and control access to the Site would al so be inpl enmented

ALTERNATI VE 3 - PADER MUNI Cl PAL LANDFI LL CAP, LEACHATE COLLECTI QN, PASSI VE GAS EM SSI ONS
COLLECTI ON (VENTI NG, AND GROUND WATER MONI TORI NG

Capi tal Cost: $1, 971, 950. 00

O $ M Annual Costs (Year 1) $ 190, 550.00
(Year 2) $ 129, 550. 00
(Year 3 through 5) $ 61,550.00
(Year 6 through 30) $ 34,325.00

Total Present Worth OSM $ 894, 550.00

Total Present Wirth Cost: $3, 130, 000. 00

Tine to inplenent: 1 year

This alternative includes all of the conponents of Alternative 2 except that a conposite barrier cap
rather than a single barrier cap, would be constructed on the lined and unlined fill areas, and a |l andfill
gas enissions collection systemwould be installed. A description of those conponents of Alternative 3 not
included in Alternative 2 is as follow the conposite barrier cap, also called a PADER cap, is simlar to
the Alternative 2 single | ayer cap except that an additional drainage |ayer is included. A typical PADER

nmuni ci pal landfill cap includes one inperneable |ayer, overlain by a drainage |ayer, which is overlain by a
24-inch cover soil layer, and finally overlain with a vegetated cover

In addition to capping, the gas generated within the landfill would be vented to the atnosphere by
installing a passive type of gas collection system Gas vents would be installed to ensure the integrity of
the cap to conplete state approved landfill closure plan requirements. The vents would be installed during
the installation of the landfill cap

ALTERNATI VE 4 - RCRA CAP, LEACHATE COLLECTI ON, LANDFILL GAS EM SSI ONS COLLECTI ON (VENTI NG, GROUND WATER
COLLECTI ON AND TREATMENT, AND GROUND WATER MONI TORI NG

Capi tal costs: $3, 040, 175. 00
&M costs (Year 1) $ 199, 550. 00
(Year 2) $ 142, 550. 00
(Year 3 through 5) $ 82,550.00
(Year 6 through 30) $ 55,325.00
Total Present Worth O&M $1, 199, 150. 00
Total Present Wrth Cost: $4, 600, 000. 00

Tine to inplenent: 1 year

This alternative includes all of the conponents of Alternative 3 and an additional Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act ("RCRA") cap and water recovery and treatment system A RCRA-type cap, also called a
conposite barrier, is sinlar to a PADER nmunicipal landfill cap except that an additional inperneable |ayer
i s included.

G ound water recovery and treatnment woul d consi st of approximately five (5 newwells installed in the
sout heast corner of the Site. The wells would yield a total of 4 gallons per mnute (gpm) and the recovered
ground water (containing approximately 50 ppb of VOC, 1.3 ppm nanganese, and 40 ppmiron) would be punped to
a central, on-site treatnent facility. Precipitation would be used to renove nanganese and iron, and carbon
absorption would be used for organics renoval. The treated water woul d be discharged to the eastern
tributary at the Site



Al though this alternative is evaluated under the assunption that | eachate would be collected for
off-site treatnent and disposal, it is possible that collected | eachate could be treated in the on-site
ground water treatment system On-site |leachate treatnent would be evaluated in detail during the RD.

Vi1, COVPARATI VE EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Each of the four (4) renedial alternatives has been evaluated with respect to the nine (9) evaluation
criteria set forth in the NCP, 40 C F. R Section 300.430(e)(9). These nine criteria can be categorized into
three groups: threshold criteria, primary balancing criteria, and nodifying criteria. A glossary of
evaluation criteria is presented bel ow

Threshold Oriteria

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent: addresses
whet her a remedy provides adequate protection and descri bes how ri sks
are elimnated, reduced, or controlled.

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs):
addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable, or relevant
and appropriate requirenents of environmental statutes.

Primary Balancing Oriteria

3. Long-term Eff ecti veness:
refers to the ability of a remedy to naintain reliable protection of
human health and the environnent over tinme once cleanup goals are achi eved

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent:
addresses the degree to which alternatives enpl oy recycling or
treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or vol une

5. Short-term Ef f ecti veness
addresses the period of tine needed to achieve protection and any
adverse i npacts on human health and environnent that nay be posed
during the construction and inplenentati on period until cleanup goals
are achi eved.

6. | npl erent abi lity:
the technical and adninistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular option

7. Cost :
i ncludes estimated capital, operation and mai ntenance costs, and
present worth costs.

Modi fying Oriteria

8. St at e Accept ance
i ndi cates whether, based on its review of backup docunents and Proposed
Pl an, the State concurs w th, opposes, or has no conment on the
preferred alternative.

9. Communi ty Accept ance
will be assessed in the Record of Decision followi ng a review of any
public conments received on the RI/FS report and the Proposed Pl an

1. Overall Protection of Human health and the Environnent

EPA has selected Alternative 3, as the renedy to be inplenented at the Bell Landfill Site. A primary
requirenent of CERCLA is that the selected renedial alternative be protective of human health and the
environnent. A remedy is protective if it reduces current and potential risks to acceptable |evels under the
establ i shed ri sk range posed by each exposure pathway at the Site



Alternative 1 does not reduce risk to human health and the environnent, because it does not address the
ri sk posed through continued exposure to | eachate. Therefore, Alternative 1 will not be eval uated any
further.

Alternatives 2 through 4 would elimnate the existing pathways of contam nant exposure at the Site.
Covering contaninated soils with caps and reconstructing the | eachate coll ection systemwoul d reduce surface
infiltration, prevent direct contact, limt gas em ssions, and control erosion. Specifically, capping the
hi gh-vol une, lowtoxicity waste disposed at the Site would mnimze the | eachate production and prevent
further | eachate migration into soil and groundwater. It would also reduce the mgration of |eachate into
the Eastern and Western Tributaries and the Farm Pond, and minimze contam nant levels in the sedinent. Caps
woul d prevent the direct contact with landfill contents. Finally, caps would control
surface water runoff and erosion.

Alternatives 2 through 4 woul d provide protection to human health in the sense that nonitoring existing
wells would Ii kely warn about possible exposure to contanminants in the groundwater. Alternative 4 would
provi de protectiveness essentially simlar to that provided by Alternatives 2 and 3. Although Alternative 4
coul d theoretically provide enhanced protectiveness by reducing contam nant |evels in the aquifer through
punpi ng and treatnent, there is evidence that due to the | ow hydraulic conductivity, it is not likely that
groundwat er woul d be renedi ated any sooner than through natural attenuation. Alternative 4 would be
inpracticable as there are no receptors for on-site groundwater, and residential wells have not been inpacted
by the Site. Future groundwater contamination is not expected, particularly once the fill area is capped.

The deed and access restrictions in Alternatives 2 through 4 would protect residents from possible
direct contact with landfill contam nants.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARS)

Under Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C [Para] 9621 (d), and EPA guidance, renedial actions at CERCLA
sites must attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and pronul gated State environmnent al
standards, requirements, criteria and linitations which are collectively referred to as "ARARS", unl ess such
ARARs are wai ved under Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. [Para] 9621(d)(4). Applicable requirements are
those substantive environmental standards, requirenents, criteria, or limtations promnul gated under Federal
or State law that are legally applicable to the renedial action to be inplenented at the Site. Relevant and
appropriate requirenents are those substantive environnental protection requirenents, criteria or limtations
promul gated under Federal or State |aw which, while
not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the Site, the renedial action itself, the Site |location or
other circunstances at the Site, neverthel ess address problems or situations sufficiently sinmlar to those
encountered at the Site that their use is well-suited to the Site. ARARS nay relate to the substances
addressed by the remedial action (chem cal -specific), to the location of the Site (location-specific), or to
the manner in which the remedial action is inplenmented (action-specific).

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

i The Commonweal th of Pennsylvania requires that contam nated ground water be actively renmediated to
background (25 PA Code [Para][Para] 264.90-264.100 and in particular, [Para][Para] 264.97(i), (j), and
264.100(a)(9)).

Anal ytical results of what has been determ ned to be background | evels for groundwater are presented bel ow
Alternative 1 does not neet this ARAR. Alternatives 2 and 3 (the Selected Renedy) would potentially achieve
this ARAR as a result of natural attenuation over tine once the caps were installed and | eachate production
mnimzed. Aternative 4 could potentially clean the ground water to background in a shorter period of tine
than Alternatives 2 and 3. However, due to the | ow hydraulic conductivity

in the area of the Site, it is not likely that ground water woul d be renedi ated much sooner than through
natural attenuation.

§ Relevant and appropriate Maxi mum Contani nant Levels ("MCLs") pronul gated under the Safe Drinking Water
Act, 42 U . S.C [Para] 300f to 300j-26, and set forth at 40 CF. R [Para] 141.61(a) and 55 Fed. Reg. 30370
(July 25, 1990), are presented bel ow in comparison w th background groundwater |evels:



CONCENTRATI ON (ng/liter)

CONTAM NANT MCLs BACKGROUND
Al um num 0.05 to 0.2 (secondary) 0. 065
Arsenic 0. 05 0. 0025
Bari um 2 0. 068
Beryl i um 0. 004
Chr omi um 0.1 .-
Copper 1.3 (action |evel) 0.011
Lead 0.015 (action level) ---
Manganese 3 (secondary) 0. 058
N ckel 0.1 .-
Vanadi um -
1-2-Di chl oroet hane (total) 0. 005
Benzene 0. 005 S

Tet rachl or oet hene 0. 005 .-
Trichl or oet hane 0. 005 .

Vi nyl Chloride 0. 002

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (the Selected Renedy) do not include active ground water renediation.
Alternatives 2 and 3 (the Sel ected Rermedy) would neet these ARARs through limting infiltration in the ground
wat er and through natural attenuation. There are chenical specific ARARs for ground water clean up, and
Alternative 4 would neet these ARARs relating to ground water renediation and treatnent.

§ Aternative 3 (the Selected renmedy) and Alternative 4, include as part of the remedy a gas collection
system and nust meet NESHAPs and Pennsylvania Air Quality Control Regul ations, 25 Pa. Code [Para][ Para]
123.1, 127.1,and 131.1 et seq.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

i 40 CF.R Part 6, Section 6.302(a) and Appendi x A which governs on-Site wetlands requirenments (requiring
Federal Agencies conducting certain activities to avoid, to the extent possible, activities which wuld have
an adverse inmpact on wetlands or |oss of wetlands) would be met under Alternatives 2 thru 4.

Action- Speci fic ARARs

§ The Pennsyl vani a Minici pal Waste Regul ations, 25 PA Code Article VIl specifically, 25 PA Code [Para]
271.113 set forth requirenents for nunicipal landfills. These regulations require specific procedures be
undertaken to close a landfill, and Alternative 1 does not meet nost of these procedures. Al four
alternatives woul d nmeet the requirenents of Section 273.212 (Access control). Aternatives 1 and 2 woul d not
neet specific requirements of Sections 273.234 (Final cover and grading), 273.322(a)(b), and 273.171 (Gas
noni toring and recovery plan). Alternatives 2, 3 (the Selected Renedy), and 4 nust follow Sections 273. 235
(Revegetation), 273.236 (Standards for successful revegetation), and 273.242-273.244 (Soil erosion and

sedi nentation control).

§ Aternatives 1, 2, 3 (the Selected Renedy) and 4 nust neet the requirenments of Soil and Water Conservation
Regul ations, Chapter 102 (25 Pa. Code [Para] 102.1 et seq.), Water Quality Managerment Regul ations, Chapters
92, 93 and 95 (25 Pa. Code [Para][Para] 92.1, 93.1, and 95.1 et seq.). Chapter 102.1 sets forth provisions
that inpose requirements on earth noving activities which create accel erated erosion to the soil or create a



danger of accelerated soil erosion to plan and i nplenent effective soil conservation nmeasures. Chapter 92.1
sets forth provisions for the adm nistration of the National Pollutant D scharge Elimnation System ("NPDES")
program wi t hi n Pennsylvania. Chapter 93.1 sets forth specific standards for the quality of Pennsylvania's
waters and includes specific water quality criteria and designated water use protection for each streamin
Pennsyl vania. Chapter 95.1 sets forth waste treatment requirenments for all dischargers including general
requirenents for "high quality waters" and

"exceptional value waters" and the procedures for dealing with special circunstances (such as discharges to
acid inpregnated streans and di scharges to | akes, ponds, and i npoundnents).

§ 25 Pa. Code [Para][Para] 123.1 and 123.2 are applicable to capping and require that dust generated by
earthnoving activities be controlled with water or other appropriate dust suppressants. This applies to
Al ternatives 2, 3 (the Selected Renedy), and 4.

§ Treatment and di scharge of contamninated ground water (Alternative 4) would have to neet the requirenents
of Pennsyl vani a's NPDES program These requirenents, as set forth in 25 Pa. Code [Para][Para] 93.1 through
93.9, include design, discharge, and nonitoring requirenents for groundwater collection and treatnent.

§f 25 Pa. Code [Para][Para] 264.111 (closure performance standards), 264.117 (postclosure care and use of
property), and 264.310(b), (i), (iv) and (v) (closure and postclosure care) contain relevant and appropriate
requirenents with respect to mai ntenance of the existing cap. These provisions also require adequate repair
of the landfill cap. This applies to Alternatives 2, 3 (the Sel ected Renedy), and 4.

§ Reconstruction of the |eachate collection system as outlined in Alternatives 2, 3 (the Sel ected Reredy),
and 4 may result in the generation of hazardous wastes. The Selected Renedy nust be inpl enented consistent
with the requirenments of 25 Pa. Code Part 262 subparts A [Para][Para] 262.11 and 262.12 (relating to

hazar dous waste determ nation and identification nunbers), subpart B, [Para][Para] 262.20, 262.22, and 262.23
(relating to manifesting requirenments for off-site shipnents of hazardous wastes), and subpart C (relating to
pre-transport requirenments); 25 Pa. Code Part 263 (relating to transporters of hazardous wastes). Wth
respect to operations at the Site generally, the Sel ected Remedy nust be consistent with the substantive
requirenents of 25 Pa. Code Part 264 subparts G | (concerning hazardous waste generation as part of the

Sel ected Renmedy nmaintained in containers), J (concerning hazardous waste generation as part of the Sel ected
Remedy treated/stored in tanks).

§ 49 CF.R [Para] 171.1-171.16 sets forth applicable requirenents regarding off-site transportation of
hazar dous wastes (record keeping and manifesting of all hazardous wastes shipped offsite and includes
packagi ng, |abelling, and placarding of shipping containers).

§f 29 CF.R [Para] 1910.170 sets forth applicable requirenents regarding worker safety in the handling of
hazar dous substances. This applies to Alternatives 2, 3 (the Sel ected Renmedy), and 4.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent

This evaluation criterion addresses the degree to which a technology or renedial alternative reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances at the Site. Section 121(b) of CERCLA 42 U S.C
[ Para] 9621(b), establishes a preference for renedial actions which include treatnment that pernanently and
significantly reduces the toxicity, nmobility, or volume of contam nants

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (the Sel ected Renedy) do not enploy an on-site treatnent. Leachate would be
stored on-site and trucked off-site for treatnent or disposal. Technologies that provide no treatnent do not
require evaluation under this criterion

Alternatives 2, 3 (the Selected Renedy), and 4 enploy | eachate collection systemreconstructi on and
capping which will mninmze or elimnate the mgration of waste fromthe Site. This systemw |l contro
seepage al ong the perineter of the capped areas and prevent prevent discharges to the surface and
groundwater. A leachate collection systemcould achi eve some |ongtermreduction of landfill volume as a
direct result of |eachate extraction

Alternative 4 would theoretically reduce contam nant toxicity, nmobility and vol ume through water
recovery and | eachate collection. It would also reduce the volune and toxicity of water contam nants through
ground water treatment. Practically, however, the low well yields at the Site would result in a |ong period
of tine necessary to renove a significant mass of contaminants fromthe ground water

4. Inplenmentability



This evaluation criterion addresses the difficulties and unknowns associated with inpl enenting
technol ogies, the ability and tine necessary to obtain required permts and approvals, the availability of
services and materials, and the reliability and effectiveness of nonitoring.

Alternative 1 is a No Action Alternative and is currently inplemented at the Site. Aternatives 2 and 3
(the Sel ected Renedy) would be easily inplenented at the Site. The materials, |abor, equipnent, and services
needed to renove and consolidate contami nated soils, reconstruct the | eachate collection system renove
debris fromthe Site, install new caps on the fill areas, install gas vents, and institute ground water
nonitoring are readily available, and the technol ogies to be used are proven and reliable. There woul d be no
permts required to inplement these alternatives, but inplementation of the ground water and site use
restrictions would require cooperation anong various governmental agencies, (such as PADER and County and
Township officials). Long-termwater nonitoring, including both on-site wells and residential wells, is
adequately protective

The main difference between Alternatives 2 and 3 (the Sel ected Renmedy), and Alternative 4 is that the
last alternative includes ground water recovery. The technical feasibility of ground water recovery at the
Site is conplicated by a | ow hydraulic conductivity, lowwell yields, and a snall zone of influence of any
one well. It is very probable that these factors will increase after the PADER cap is installed on both
di sposal areas. It is very probable that once the caps are established, groundwater recovery woul d become
even nore difficult.

5. Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Short-term effectiveness addresses how protective an alternative is to human health and the environnent
during the construction and operation phase of the renedial action

Short-termeffectiveness is not applicable to Alternative 1 since there are no construction activities
undertaken. The short-termeffectiveness of Alternatives 2, 3 (the Selected Renedy), and 4 is essentially
equi val ent. Construction of a conposite barrier cap and installation of the groundwater
recovery and treatment systemunder Alternative 4 could extend the period of tinme required for inplenmentation
and increase the potential short-termrisk. Al three alternatives would be conpleted within relatively short
tinme frames with mninal inmpacts to the community, workers, and environnent.

6. Long-Term Effecti veness and Per nanence

Long-term ef fecti veness and pernanence eval uates the risk renmaining at the site after the renedia
action goal s have been achi eved

Alternative 1 would not provide |ong-termeffectiveness since the pathways of contam nant mgration and
the risks would remai n unchanged. Alternatives 2, 3 (the Selected Renedy), and 4 provide a significant degree
of long-termeffectiveness and permanence. A cap in conjunction with the reconstructed | eachate collection
system woul d reduce | eachate generation and contam nant nobility, and elimnate the risks associated with
direct contact for as long as the systens were properly maintained. The potential risks associated with
i ngestion of contam nated groundwater would be permanently reduced over time. The risks would be further
reduced through institutional controls, such as deed and access restrictions to prevent
future on-site well construction

Effecti veness of Alternative 4 is questionable, since the low well yields and snmall zone of influence
woul d not be practicabl e.

7. Cost

CERCLA requires selection of a cost-effective renmedy that protects human health and the environnment and
neets the other requirements of the Statute. Evaluation of costs of each alternative generally includes the
calcul ation of direct and indirect capital costs and the annual operation and mai ntenance (O%\) costs, both
cal cul ated on a present worth basis. The present worth of each alternative has been cal cul ated for
conpar ati ve purposes.

Direct capital costs consist of the follow ng

=

Renedi al action construction
§ Equi prent
§ Building and services



§ Waste disposal cost
Indirect capital costs include:

Engi neeri ng expenses

Envi ronnental pernit acquisition
Start-up and shakedown

Conti ngency al | onances

—_— > = =

Annual &M costs include the foll ow ng:

Qperating and nai ntenance | abor and material costs
Mai nt enance materials and | abor costs

Chemi cal s, energy, and fuel

Adni ni strative costs and purchased services
Monitoring costs

Cost for periodic site review (every five years)

I nsurance, taxes, and license costs

—_— e > = =

=

The remedi al action alternative cost estinates have an accuracy range of +50 percent (+50% to -30
percent (-30%. For the purpose of the present worth calculations, all Alternatives have a performance
period of 30 years.

Alternative 1 is a No Action Alternative. It would cost $0.

Al ternative 2 would cost $2,870,000. This cost would include installation of a cap, |eachate collection
system and O&M

Alternative 3 (the Sel ected Remedy) woul d cost $3,130,000. This cost would include installation of a
PADER muni ci pal cap, |eachate collection system and O&M

Alternative 4 would cost $4,600,000. This cost would include installation of a RCRA cap, |eachate
coll ection system ground water treatnent, and Q&M

8. State Acceptance

The Commonweal th of Pennsylvania is in agreement with and concurs with the selected remedy outlined in
this Record of Decision ("ROD").

9. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred alternative has been evaluated, and will be described in the
Responsi veness Summary.

I X SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of information available for the Bell Landfill Site, including the docunents
available in the admnistrative record file, and eval uation of the risks currently posed by the Site, the
requi renents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives, and public coments, EPA has sel ected
Alternative 3, a containnment renedy, as the renedy to be inplenented at the Bell Landfill Site.

The Sel ected Renedy shall include the following: installation of a PADER nunicipal landfill cap on two
di sposal areas, reconstruction of the Leachate Collection system renoval of visibly stained soils from areas
directly inmpacted by | eachate, installation of passive Landfill Gas Em ssions Collection (venting), and
inmpl enentation of |long-term Gound Water Mbnitoring. |In addition, the Selected Renedy w |l include:
mai nt enance of the cap, a | eachate collection system and the perimeter fencing; access and
deed restrictions; surface water nonitoring; 5-year perfornmance revi ews; and proper revegetation.

It is estinated that the present worth cost of the Selected renedy is $3,130,000.00. The selected
remedy will be effective, and will significantly reduce and control Site risks. This renmedy represents a
reasonabl e choi ce, and provides good value in conparison to the costs of the other remedial action
al ternatives.



Leachate and the contam nants contained in the | eachate is considered a najor environnental concern at
the Site, and the Sel ected Remedy will reduce | eachate generation by capping the disposal areas and
reconstructing the | eachate collection system The PADER cap will prevent direct contact with contam nated
soi | s another nmjor environmental concern and |eachate. It will also mnimze the potential of off-site
m gration of contaminants in ground water. Gound water will be renmediated via natural attenuation. EPA
estimates this goal will be achieved in less than 30 years after cap construction and | eachate coll ection
reconstruction are conpleted. Oher inportant considerations in the selection of Alternative 3 include
conpliance with ARARs, and the duration and sinplicity of inplenentation

Renedi ation of the Bell Landfill Site will effectively elinmnate the risk associated with potentia
exposure to contamnants in the | eachate, groundwater and soils at the Site.

X, PERFORVANCE STANDARDS
Landfill Cap

The required final cover for a nunicipal waste landfill in Pennsylvania, as presented in 25 Pa. Code
[ Para] 273.234, shall be placed over both waste disposal areas. The cover shall be designed to achieve a
perneability of no more than 1 x 10-7 cni sec.

This cap shall elimnate direct contact with waste. It shall also reduce infiltration and surface water
runof f and subsequently reduce | eachate generation. The cap shall be graded to reduce soil erosion and not
crack extensively under dry weather conditions. The cap shall be capable of supporting the germnation and
growth of a vegetative cover. The cover shall be maintained for at |east 30 years.

Leachate Col | ection

The reconstruction of the Leachate Collection systemshall be sufficient to collect all |eachate
generated in the waste disposal areas and transport it into collection tanks. After capping and | eachate
coll ection reconstruction, |eachate seeps fromthe di sposal areas shall be greatly reduced (it is anticipated
that the | eachate seeps will eventually cease). Leachate collection drains and tanks shall be designed to
handl e the hi ghest estinmated vol unme of |eachate wi thout clogging and over-toppi ng. Leachate
will be transported off-site via tanker truck. The collection rates nust reflect |eachate generation to
avoi d tank over-topping. The areas around the | eachate collection tanks nust be graded and revegetated as
needed to restore the natural habitat.

Current anal ytical data show that the | eachate is not a RCRA waste. However, it is possible that the
concentration and contents of the | eachate can change. Therefore, additional sanpling during remedi al design
will be required to determ ne the constituents of the |eachate and its concentrations, and the variability of
| eachat e characteristics, such as seasonal variations of influent flow, chem cal content, and ot her
conventional paraneters (BOD, COD, TOC, TSS, etc.). This data will be used to determ ne whether direct
di scharge to Publicly Oaed Treatnent Works ("POTW) nay be appropriate or whether off-site pretreatnent may
be required.

The transportation of |eachate off-site requires both EPA and PADER approval of the facility accepting
the | eachate. Contractual arrangements shall be nade in advance with the receiving facility so as to prevent
excessive storage of |eachate on-site

Renoval of Leachate Inpacted Soils

Any visibly stained soils in the debris area, the drumarea and areas of |eachate seeps, or soils which
have been inpacted by | eachate seeps, will be renmoved to a mninumof 6-inch depth and placed under the caps.
The accuracy of this work, based on the results of confirmation soil sanples will be approved by EPA

Landfill Gas Venting System

The landfill gas venting systemshall neet the requirenments under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 (specifically
Section 127.12(a)(5) for new air emi ssion sources). The nunber and | ocation of gas vents shall be determ ned
during the renedial design. To nonitor the potential occurrence of landfill gas

mgration, perinmeter gas nonitoring probes shall be installed at the same tine the soil cover is installed.

Long- Term Moni tori ng



Approxi mately six (6) on-site nonitoring wells will be sanpled and anal yzed quarterly for a list of
i ndi cator paraneters including VOCs, manganese and wet chem stry parameters which are indicative of the
process of natural degradation. Three (3) surface water and three (3) sedinment sanples will be collected

annual ly fromstations 3, 6, and 7, which locations are presented on Figure 4. In addition, all six (6)
off-site residential wells will be sanpled for VOCs and metal s on an annual basis. Long-termnonitoring
results will be used to determine the risk to off-site receptors. |f the data continues to show no

site-related inpact, the sanpling frequency may be reduced by EPA
Deed and Access Restriction

A deed restriction shall be placed on the Bell Landfill property which shall prevent any use of this
property for residential purpose. The existing perineter fence shall be naintained for at |east 30 years.

XI. COWUN TY RELATI ONS SUMVARY

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C [Para][Para] 9613 and 9617, EPA in
conjunction with PADER, issued a Proposed Plan to present the preferred renedial alternative. The Proposed
Plan and the RI/FS reports were nade available to the public in the copies of the admi nistrative record
mai ntai ned at the EPA Region |11 offices and at the information repository listed bel ow

Terry Townshi p Miuni ci pal Buil di ng
RD No. 2

PO Box 180 A

Wal usi ng, Pennsyl vani a 18853
(717) 746-1133

(717) 746-1634

EPA set a public comrent period fromJuly 5, 1994 through August 4, 1994, to encourage public
participation in the selection process. In response to citizens' letters, the comment period was extended to
Sept enber 3, 1994. As part of the public comment period, a public nmeeting was held on July 19, 1994 to
present information and to accept oral and witten comments and to answer questions fromthe public regarding
Site renedial alternatives. A transcript of the nmeeting was maintained i n accordance with
Section 117(a)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. [Para] 9617(a)(2). Responses to the oral and witten comments
recei ved during the public conment period are included in the attached Responsi veness Summary.

Announcernents of the public nmeeting, the comment period, and the coment period' s extension were
published in the Towanda Daily Review on July 4, 1994 and August 9, 1994. Al docunents considered or relied
upon reaching the remedy sel ection decision contained in this Record of Decision are included in the
Adm ni strative Record for this Site and can be reviewed at the information repositories.

XI'1. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES FROM PROPOSED PLAN

The Proposed Plan for the Site was rel eased for comment in July, 1994. The Proposed Pl an described the
alternatives studied in detail in the Feasibility Study and identified Alternative 3 as the Preferred
Alternative. EPA reviewed all witten and verbal coments submitted during the commrent period and at the
public neeting. Upon review of these comrents, it was determ ned that no significant changes to the remedy
presented in the Proposed Pl an were necessary.
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RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
SEPTEMBER 30, 1994

A OVERVI EW

On July 5, 1994, the United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a Proposed Plan that
stated its preferred alternative for the Bell Landfill Superfund Site in Bradford County, Pennsylvani a.
EPA's preferred alternative addresses | eachate seeps and contam nated soils, groundwater and surface water at
the site. The preferred alternative involves the follow ng actions:

i prevent | eachate generation/seepage and further groundwater contam nati on and subsequent off-site
m grati on by capping the waste areas, reconstructing the | eachate collection system and nai ntaining
t he new caps;

i prevent direct contact with contaninated soils and | eachate by noving contam nated soils to the two
wast e di sposal areas, capping the disposal areas, and maintaining a fence;

i protect the cap from expl osion hazards fromlandfill gas by installing a Landfill Gas Em ssion
Col | ection (venting) system and

i provi de additional protection by inplenmenting institutional controls to restrict the use of the site
and institute long-termground and surface water nonitoring.

Based on comrents received during the public comrent period, the residents of Bradford County support
EPA's preferred alternative and believe it will be effective. Several residents did however, express sone
concerns for further action near the Site.

The foll owi ng secti ons docunent concerns raised by the community and EPA responses to those concerns.
B. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Community interest in the Bell Landfill Site dates back to 1979 when residents adjacent to the site
conplained to state authorities that |eachate seeps fromthe Site were contami nating soil and surface water
on their property. Since 1979, |local residents have continued to be concerned about the | eachate seeps and
their inmpact on human health, local wildlife, and adjacent properties. Comunity interest in the landfill
becanme nore vocal once EPA was involved at the Site.

EPA publ i shed the Proposed Plan on July 5, 1994 and EPA held a public nmeeting with residents at the
Terry Townshi p Miunici pal Building in Wal using, Pennsylvania on July 19, 1994. At the public neeting EPA
representatives summari zed the results of the Renmedial Investigation ("RI"), the Feasibility Study ("FS"),
and the Ri sk Assessments ("RAs") performed for the Site. These representatives presented EPA's preferred
remedial alternative for nitigating the public health and environnental threats posed by contam nation at the
Site. EPA explained that the Proposed Pl an addresses contamnation in the fill areas on the former |andfill
and | eachate seeps, reconstruction of the | eachate collection system and nonitoring ground water
contam nation. The transcript of the public neeting is contained in the Admnistrative Record for this Site.

Local residents, a reporter fromthe Towanda Daily Review, and a Terry Townshi p Supervi sor offered
comments and asked questions on the Plan. Because of additional issues not addressed in the Proposed Plan, a
l ocal resident requested an extension of the public comment period so that he and others woul d have
additional time to review EPA's preferred alternative. EPA granted a thirty (30) day extension in the public
comrent period to accommodate this resident and the conment period ended on Septenber 3, 1994. EPA received
four (4) witten comments during the public comment period which are addressed bel ow.

C. SUWARY COF COMMENTS BY THE COVMUNI TY RECEI VED DURI NG BOTH PUBLI C MEETI NG AND DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT
PERI CD AND EPA' S RESPONSES

Commrent s raised during the Bell Landfill public comrent period on the Proposed Plan are summarized
bel ow. The comment period opened on July 5, 1994 and ended on Septenber 3, 1994. Residents noted that they



had studied the Proposed Pl an and concurred with EPA that Alternative 3 would be an effective renedy for the
Site. In addition to the Site, Residents in the comunity were concerned with four (4) other areas they
bel i eved warranted additional attention by EPA. These four areas addressed (1) wildlife (specifically deer)
in the area of the Site; (2) a road which runs along the border of the Site; (3) creeks which flow through
the Site; and (4) adjoining | ands/properties. The comrents are summarized under these areas of concern

Wldlife

Resi dents have been concerned for sone tine that wildlife, particularly deer, nmay beconme sick from
drinking | eachate onsite and that individuals who hunt and eat deer nay al so beconme sick. The residents also
expressed concern that wildlife maybe trapped onsite by the perineter fencing

1. Areporter fromthe Towanda Daily Review attended the public neeting and asked questions regardi ng deer
trapped onsite. It was the reporter's understanding EPA had stated that deer |ocated within the perimeter of
the fence would have to be tested before they could be released into the wild. The reporter questioned

whet her this had been done. Sone residents voiced concern about the possibility that a deer that died onsite
last winter may have died as a result of exposure to contam nation (drinking water onsite which contained

| eachate), and that other deer may have the potential to pass contami nants on to those who hunt and eat deer
neat .

EPA Response: Wth regard to trapped deer, representatives of the Pennsylvania Gane Commi ssion and U. S. Fish
and Wldlife Service believe that deer are not trapped onsite by the existing fence. The Fish and Wldlife
representative stated that deer can junmp as high as fourteen feet froma standing start, so a seven and
one-hal f foot fence would not stop deer fromentering or exiting the Site

Wth regard to testing potentially trapped deer for contam nant ingestion, any testing would be the
responsibility of the PRPs. However, EPA believes the probability for deer to be affected by the Site is | ow
because of low | evels of contamnant found in the | eachate. A deer's average life-span is three to five
years. Therefore, the deer that died onsite probably died of natural causes during an unusually harsh w nter
and not as a result of being poisoned by drinking | eachate within the fenced area

In addition, EPA believes once the cap is constructed and in place, any potential contam nant exposure to
wildlife (such as deer) fromleachate will be mtigated

2. Another resident was concerned that the fence was not high enough to keep deer fromentering the Site as
well as other snall animals capable of carrying contam nants into the natural food chain.

EPA Response: The sel ected remedy should prevent further |eachate seeps and any probl ens associated with
ani mal s i ngesting contani nants

The Road

1. Several residents were concerned with dust fromthe road. They al so requested that polluted ditches
adj acent to the Site be cleaned out and that the road be rebuilt with an inpervious dust-free surface

EPA Response: |t appears that the residents want EPA, as part of the remedy, to pave the dirt road with sone
type of dust-free material. At this time, the proposed remedy does not address the resurfacing of this road.
However, the concern about dust during construction of the remedy will be addressed during the renedi a

design. EPA will include in the renedial design ways to mitigate construction caused roadway dust. EPA wll

work with the residents to alleviate their concerns.
The Creek

1. The same residents expressed concern with an unnanmed creek that flows near the Site. They reconmended
that the stream bed be cl eaned out and straightened to reduce flooding and facilitate novenent and dilution
of | eachate.

EPA Response: At this tinme, EPA has not recommended any renedi al actions that specifically clean or
straighten the creek. Wile the residents are concerned with one creek, EPA wants to clarify that there are
actually two (2) creeks which border the Site. The ecological risk assessnent perfornmed by EPA did not
reveal any significant contamnation to surface waters (i.e. the creeks) that would warrant the actions
recommended by the residents. |In fact, once the Site is renediated the risk of further |eachate rel eases
into these surface waters should be elimnated. EPA does plan to nonitor these creeks in the future; and if



noni toring indicates any adverse inpacts, further actions will be considered and addressed.
Adj acent Lands

1. The sane residents al so expressed concern that areas downgradient fromthe dunp areas all egedly "have

suf fered severe degradation and should be cleared out and restored to at |east their original useful ness and
appearance."” More specifically these areas include Master's pond (east of the dunp areas) which has become a
| eachate collection and settling basin for the East dunp. On the west side, denuded areas extend fromthe
dunmp zone toward the creek. Residents did not specify what clean-up actions they believe would be effective
short of soil renoval.

EPA Response: Based upon the correspondence submtted by the residents, EPA is unclear as to what areas the
residents are referring to downgradient fromthe dunp areas. At this tine, EPA has not reconmended any
remedi al actions that specifically restore the alleged degraded areas or Master's pond. After the Site is
renmedi ated and | eachate seeps are elimnated, areas affected by | eachate contam nation should return to their
natural state on their own. Based upon results of sanpling and ecol ogical tests, there is no indication at
this time that areas downgradi ent of the Site warrant specific renedial action.

Techni cal Questions/ Concerns Regardi ng Renedial A ternatives

1. At the public neeting M. Francis Hardenstine, the Terry Townshi p Supervisor, asked a series of questions
regardi ng past and future groundwater monitoring. Specifically, M. Hardenstine inquired about the frequency
of monitoring of wells drilled by EPA and if additional nmonitoring would occur during the sel ected renedy.

EPA Response: Based upon a review of the transcript fromthe public neeting, it appears that M.

Har denstine's concern addressed wells which were drilled in 1992. M. Hardenstine inquired as to how often
the wells have been nonitored. Since 1992, the nmonitoring wells were sanpl ed twi ce. The sel ected renedy
calls for the continued nonitoring of these and other wells twice a year. During the first renedial
investigation, EPA noticed a high concentration of netals, arsenic, and nanganese in the groundwater.
Continued monitoring will allow EPA to see the extent of groundwater contam nation and whether the
contamination is mgrating to other areas near the Site.

2. The reporter fromthe Towanda Daily Revi ew asked how |l ong after the public coment period woul d
construction start, assuming the project is approved.

EPA Response: Once the Record of Decision ("ROD') is signed by the Regional Adm nistrator, EPA usually sends
out Special Notice Letters ("SNLs") to the identified potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") for the Site
inviting themto enter into good faith negotiations for a consent decree for inplenentati on of renedial
design/remedial action ("RDYRA"). If the PRPs are willing to negotiate with EPA during this special notice
period, a consent decree can be signed within 60 days or a period of tine not to exceed 120 days fromreceipt
of special notice.

If the PRPs and EPA enter into a negotiated consent decree for RO RA, then the PRPs commence renedi al design.
The remedi al desi gn phase of the cleanup could take approxinmately two (2) years to conplete. EPA estinates
that construction (renedial action) of the selected remedy could take up to one year (or longer) to conplete
and wi Il comrence once the renedi al design phase is conpl eted.

D.  RENAI NI NG CONCERNS

At this tine, EPA believes there are no renmai ning community issues which have not been adequately
addressed during selection of the remedy for this Site.
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| NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

10.

11.

12.

13.

S| TE | DENTI FI CATI ON

Menmorandumto file fromM. Alan J. Snel son, Commonweal th of
Pennsyl vania, re: Investigation and findings on Herb Bell Landfill,
6/1/77. P. 100001-100001.

Letter to M. Herbert Bell, OM Bell Sanitary Landfill, from M.
Lawrence M Sattler, Pennsylvania Departnent of Environnental
Resources (PADER), re: Response to request for permssion to di spose
of waste asbestos fromProctor [sic] and Ganble at Bell Landfill,
3/26/79. P. 100002-100002.

U S. EPA Potential Hazardous Waste Site ldentification and Prelimnary
Assessnent, 1/17/80. P. 100003- 100006.

Site Inspection Report, Bell's Sanitary Landfill, 3/29/80. P.
100007-100019. A Potential Hazardous Waste Site Log is attached.

Tentative D sposition Report, Bell's Landfill, 8/27/80. P.
100020- 100027. A Final Strategy Determi nati on Report and two
Tentative D sposition Reports are attached.

Hazar dous Waste I nspection Report, TSD Facilities - Parts A and B,
6/18/82. P. 100028-100032.

Hazar dous Waste I nspection Report, CGenerators - Parts A B, and C
6/ 18/82. P. 100033-100035.

Letter to M. Stanley Poss, GIE Sylvania Corporation, fromM. Janes
J. Young, Bureau of Solid Waste Managenment, re: Violations found
during hazardous waste inspection, 6/23/82. P. 100036-100037.

Hazar dous Waste I nspection Report, CGenerators - Parts A B, and C
9/16/82. P. 100038-100044. A Hazardous Waste | nspection Report, TSD
Facilities - Parts A, B, and C, is attached.

Menorandumto file fromM. WIliamWlsh, US. EPA re: Review of
RCRA | nspection Report, 10/29/82. P. 100045-100046. A tel ephone
conversation record is attached.

Report: Report of Tests for Friend Laboratory, Inc., Lab. Nunber
84- 72052, prepared by New York Testing Laboratories, Inc., 3/23/84.
P. 100047-100074.

Report: Report of Tests for Friend Laboratory, Inc., Lab. Nunber
84- 72890, prepared by New York Testing Laboratories, Inc., 6/27/84.
P. 100075-100119.

Menmorandumto M. Richard L. Bittle, Commonwealth of Pennsyl vani a,
fromM. Ronald E. Hughey, Commonweal th of Pennsylvania, re: Aquatic
bi ol ogi cal investigation of the unnaned tributaries to Sugar Run that
receive |eachate fromBell's Landfill, 5/7/85. P. 100120-100128. The
followi ng are attached:

a) Figure 1, Sanpling station locations for an aquatic



bi ol ogi cal investigation of unnaned tributaries to Sugar Run
inthe vicinity of Bell's Landfill;

b) Table 1, Aquatic Biological Investigation Sanpling Station Locations;
c) Tabl e 2, Aquatic Biological Investigation Water Chemistry Data;
d) a tabl e contai ning Benthic Macroinvertebrate data.
14. Letter to M. Russ Sloboda, NUS Corporation, from M. D ana Pickens,

U S. EPA re: Revised organic review for Bell Landfill, Case 3650,

9/26/85. P. 100129-100152. The followi ng are attached:
a) revi sed quality assurance review infornmation;
b) sanpl e data sunmmary organi c target conpounds;
c) two pages on analysis results for target conpounds;
d) qual ity assurance revi ew i nformation;
e) a quality assurance review of organic anal ysis |ab data package;
f) a chart on target conpound matching quality;
g) quantitative cal cul ati ons;
h) a pesticide eval uation standards summary;
i) a pesticide/ PCB standards sunmmary;
i) a water surrogate percent recovery sunmary;
k) a soil surrogate percent recovery summary;
1) a water matrix spi ke duplicate recovery chart;
m a soil matrix spike duplicate recovery chart;
n) tentatively identified conmpound sanple results;
0) a sanple location map.

15. Report: Target Popul ation Study Report, Bell Landfill, prepared by
NUS Cor poration, 11/5/85. P. 100153-100201.

16. Report: Site Inspection of Bell Landfill, prepared by NUS
Corporation, 1/9/86. P. 100202-100308.

17. Laboratory Report for sanple nunber 8697034, 6/16/86. P.
100309- 100316. The followi ng are attached:

a) a special anal yses report on well water;

b) a letter regarding the results of water analysis;
c) sanpl e anal yses on Bell Landfill;

d) a hand-drawn sketch of water quality sanpling pond;
e) Table 1, Water Quality Analysis;

f) a letter regarding drinking water test results.



18. Dat a Sanpl e Packet, Case Nane 101018, 3/10/87. P. 100317-100335. The
followi ng are attached:

a) a |l aboratory report for sanple nunber 8755480;

b) two special anal yses reports for sanple nunber 2420005;
c) three special anal yses reports dated 3/31/87;

d) a laboratory report for sanple nunber 8755484,

e) two special anal yses reports for sanpl e nunber 2420013;
f) a |l aboratory report for sanple nunber 8755481,

g) a special anal yses report for sanple nunber 2420007;

h) a special anal yses report dated 3/23/87;

i) a |l aboratory anal yses report for sanple nunber 8755482,
i) a special anal yses report for sanple nunber 2420009;

k) a special anal yses report dated 3/28/87;

1) a laboratory report for sanple nunber 8755483;

m two special anal yses reports for sanple nunber 2420011,
n) a special anal yses report dated 3/23/87.

19. Region Il Incident Notification Report, 8/25/88. P. 100336-100341.
The followi ng are attached:

a) handwitten notes on the discussion with Harry Daw,
b) handwitten notes on the briefing of Bell Landfill;
c) handwitten letter on the briefing with Bruce Snith;
d) handw i tten tel ephone conversation record regarding heal th consul tation.
20. Menorandumto file from M. Mark Donovan, Commonweal th of
Pennsyl vania, re: Analysis of the residential well and | eachate seep
sanmpl es for BNAs, VQAs, and inorganics, 6/28/89. P. 100342-100349.
The results are attached.
21. Mermorandumto M. Jack Omens, U S. EPA, from M. Charles LaCerra, Roy
F. Weston, Inc., re: Information on the background, site activities,
and analytical results of Bell Landfill Site, 10/11/89. P.
100350-100378. The foll owing are attached:

a) anal ytical tables on priority pollutant netals,
seni-volatiles, and vol atiles;

b) a site location nap;
c) a Bell Landfill Site sketch;
d) a handwitten list of residents;

e) a letter and analytical results on sludge and water.



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Sampl e results of |agoon sludge, 4/4/91. P. 100379-100381. A cover
letter and a letter regarding the evaluation of waste streans are attached.

Letter to M. Bhupi Khona, US. EPA fromM. Albert P. Lelis, Jr.,
GIE Products, re: Leachability data obtained in the early 1980's on
the GIE "Red Sludge," 8/7/91. P. 100382-100387. The |leachability
data is attached.

Letter to Ms. Judith Hykel, U S EPA from M. Robert D. Fox, Manko,
Cold, & Katcher, re: Summary of the understandi ngs and process by

whi ch the settling conpanies and EPA agreed to divide the site into
two operable units, 8/22/91. P. 100388-100393.

Letter to M. Robert D. Fox, Manko, Gold, & Katcher, fromMs. Judith
R Hykel, US EPA re: darification of the reasoning for conpleting
the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) in two operable
units (QU), 10/9/91. P. 100393A- 100393B.

Letter to M. Robert D. Fox, Manko, Cold, & Katcher, from M. Judith
R Hykel and M. Bhupi Khona, US. EPA, re: EPA s response to Robert
D. Fox's comrents addressing "hot spots," 2/12/92. P. 100394- 100395.
REMEDI AL ENFORCEMENT PLANNI NG

Adm ni strative Order by Consent for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study In The Matter Of: Bell Landfill, Docket #l11-91-11-DC, 2/11/90.
P. 200001- 200053.

Letter to M. Christopher Brown, Bell Landfill, fromM. John
Raj kowski, U S. EPA, re: |Information on the stops and pick-ups at
smal | businesses that were nmade for Bell Landfill, (undated). P.

200054- 200054.

Li st of names and | ocations requested from M. Christopher Brown, Bell
Landfill, by M. John Raj kowski, U S. EPA regarding all waste

pi ck-ups that he nade while working for Bell Landfill as a truck
driver, (undated). P. 200055-200060. A handwitten list and an
envel ope are attached.

At hens Area School District

4.

E.I.

6.

7.

Letter to General Counsel, Athens School District, fromM. Peter W
Schaul, U S. EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 8/29/89. P.
200061-200065. A certified mail receipt is attached.
Letter to M. John Raj kowski, U S. EPA fromM. B. John Gee, Athens
Area School District, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry, 10/4/89. P.
200066- 200066.
DuPont de Nenours & Conpany
Letter to M. J.C. Violette, E.|I. DuPont de Nenours & Conpany, from
M. Peter W Schaul, U S. EPA re: 104(e) request for information,
11/14/89. P. 200067-200080. The follow ng are attached:

a) general facility information;

b) di sposal site information;

c) a menor andum r egar di ng wast e di sposal ;

d) a status report on solid waste renoval by OM Bell.

Letter to M. John Raj kowski, U S. EPA fromJ.C Violette, EI.



10.

The Fi

11.

Gowi n

12.

13.

DuPont de Nenours & Conpany, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry,
12/18/89. P. 200081-200109.

Letter to M. J.C. Violette, E. 1. DuPont Nenours & Conpany [sic], from
M. Thonmas Voltaggio, U S. EPA re: GCeneral Notice letter, 5/29/90.
P. 200110-200115. A certified mail receipt is attached.

Letter to M. Martin Kotsch, US EPA fromM. Jeronme C. Violette,
E.1. Dupont de Nenours & Conpany, re: Response to General Notice
letter, 6/22/90. P. 200116-200116.

Letter to M. J.C. Violette, E. 1. Dupont Nenours & Conpany [sic], from
M. Thomas C. Voltaggio, U S. EPA re: Special Notice letter, 7/3/90.
P. 200117-200153. A list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter
recipients, a good faith offer, and an Adm nistrative Order By Consent
for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter O Bell
Landfill, Docket No. |1-90-XX-DC, are attached.

rst National Bank of Bradford County

Letter to M. John Raj kowski, U S. EPA fromM. Charles H Wir, The
First National Bank of Bradford County, re: Response to 104(e)
inquiry, 6/6/90. P. 200154-200155. An envel ope is attached.

(Walter & Dorothy and Wayne & Hannah)

Letter to M. Walter and Ms. Dorothy Gowin from M. Peter Schaul,
U S EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 8/ 29/89. P.
200156- 200159.

Letter to M. John Raj kowski, U S. EPA fromM. Fred N Smith, an
attorney representing M. Valter & Ms. Dorothy Gowin and M. \Wayne E.
& M's. Hannah L. Gowin, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry, 10/6/89. P.
200160- 200162.

GTE North Qperations Inc. or CGeneral Tel ephone Equi pnent Conpany

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Letter to M. Stanley M Poss, GIE Sylvania, fromM. Stephen R
Wassersug, U. S. EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 11/6/85. P.
200163- 200165.

Letter to Ms. Lorie A Acker, US. EPA fromM. Marc E. Gold, Wlf,
Bl ock, Schorr and Solis-Cohen, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry for GIE
Products Corporation, 12/11/85. P. 200166-200167.

Letter to M. Janes R Hobson, GIE Products Corporation, fromM.
Thomas Vol taggio, U S. EPA re: General Notice letter, 5/29/90. P.
200168-200173. A photocopy of a certified nail receipt is attached.

Letter to M. Martin Kotsch, US. EPA fromM. James A Gass, GIE
Precision Materials, re: Response to General Notice letter, 6/12/90.
P. 200174-200174.

Letter to M. Janes A Gass, GIE Products Corporation, fromM. Thomas
C. Voltaggio, US. EPA re: Special Notice Letter, 7/3/90. P.
200175-200212. A list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter
recipients, a good faith offer, and an Adm nistrative Order by Consent
for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study In the Matter of Bell
Landfill, Docket No. I|1-90-XX-DC, are attached.

Letter to M. Martin J. Kotsch, US. EPA fromM. Robert D. Fox,
Manko, Gold & Katcher, re: Response to Special Notice letter for GIE
Products Corporation, Dupont, Masonite Corporation and Procter and



Ganbl e Paper Products Conpany, 9/5/90. P. 200213-200215.

Her man Rynvel ds and Sons Cor poration

20.

21.

Letter to Herman Rynvel ds and Sons Corporation fromPeter W Schaul,
U S EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 8/ 31/89. P.
200216-200221. An envel ope, a certified mail receipt, and a map of
Bradf ord County are attached.

Letter to M. John Raj kowski, US. EPA fromHerman Rynvel d's Son
Corp., re: Response to request for information, 9/7/89. P.
200222-200232. Six invoices, a letter regarding bills, and two checks
are attached.

Jay Carpet Center

22.

23.

Masoni

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Letter to M. David Rosenbl oom Jay Carpet Center and Warehouse, from
M. Peter W Schaul, U S. EPA re: 104(e) request for information and
noti ce of potential enforcenent activity, 6/22/90. P. 200233-200237.

A certified mail receipt and a map of Bradford County are attached.

Letter to M. John Raj kowski, U S. EPA from M. David Rosenbl oom Jay
Carpet Center, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry, 6/29/90. P.
200238-200241. A tel ephone nessage and a tel ephone conversation
record are attached.

te Corporation

Letter to M. A W MGowan, Masonite Corporation, fromM. Bruce P.
Smth, US EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 5/19/87. P.
200242-200245. Two certified mail receipts are attached.

Letter to Ms. Cerallyn Downes-Valls, US EPA fromM. Janes P.
Ri dol fi, Masonite Corporation, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry,
6/2/87. P. 200246-200246.

Letter to General Counsel, Masonite Corporation, fromM. Peter W
Schaul, U S. EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 8/29/89. P.
200247-200252. A certified mail receipt and a map of Bradford County
are attached.

Letter to M. Janes P. Ridolfi, Masonite Corporation, fromM. Thonas
C. Voltaggio, US. EPA re: Ceneral Notice letter, 5/29/90. P.
200253-200259. A certified mail receipt, a list of Potentially
Responsi bl e Parties (PRPs) who received General Notice letters, and
concurrences are attached.

Letter to M. Martin Kotsch, US. EPA fromM. Steven J. G nski,
Internati onal Paper, re: Response to CGeneral Notice letter, 6/5/90.
P. 200260- 200261.
Letter to M. Janes P. Ridolfi, Masonite Corporation, from M. Thonas
C. Voltaggio, US. EPA re: Special Notice letter, 7/3/90. P.
200262-200299. The following are attached:

a) an Express Ml slip;

b) a list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter recipients;

c) a good faith offer;

d) an Admi nistrative Order By Consent For Renedi al
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter O Bell



Landfill, Docket No. |1I-90-XX-DC.

O M Bell Trucking and Landfill

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Letter to Ms. Qivia M Bell, OM Bell Trucking and Landfill, from
M. Bruce P. Smth, US EPA re: 104(e) request for information,
5/19/87. P. 200300-200303. Two certified nail receipts are attached.

Letter to Ms. Cerallyn Downes-Valls, US. EPA fromM. Frank J.
Ni emiec, Davis, Miurphy, and Nienmiec, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry
for Ms. divia M Bell, 6/12/87. P. 200304-200305.

Letter to Ms. Qiva [sic] M Bell fromM. Thomas Vol taggi o, U S.
EPA, re: General Notice letter, 5/29/90. P. 200306-200311. A
certified mail receipt is attached.
Letter to Ms. Qiva [sic] M Bell, OM Bell Trucking and Landfill,
fromM. Thomas Voltaggio, US. EPA re: GCeneral Notice letter,
5/29/90. P. 200312-200317. A certified mail receipt is attached.
Letter to Ms. Qiva [sic] M Bell, OM Bell Trucking and Landfill,
fromM. Thomas C. Voltaggio, US. EPA re: Special Notice letter,
7/ 3/90. P. 200318-200356. The follow ng are attached:

a) an Express Ml slip;

b) a certified mail receipt;

c) a list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter recipients;

d) alist of elenents of a good faith offer investigation;

e) an Administrative Order By Consent For Renedi al

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter O Bell
Landfill, Docket No. I1-90-XX-DC.

Letter to Ms. Oiva [sic] M Bell fromM. Thomas C. Voltaggio, US.
EPA, re: Special Notice letter, 7/3/90. P. 200357-200395. The
follow ng are attached:

a) an Express Mail slip;

b) two lists of elenents of a good faith offer;

c) a list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter recipients;

d) an Administrative Order By Consent for Renedial

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter O Bell
Landfill, Docket No. II-90-XX-DC;

Letter to M. Martin T. Kotsch, US. EPA fromM. Frank J. N eniec,
Davis, Murphy, and N emec, re: Response to Special Notice letter for
Ms. Qivia Bell, 8/27/90. P. 200396-200396.

Letter to Ms. Colleen Bell fromM. Thomas Voltaggio, U S. EPA re:
Ceneral Notice letter, 8/12/91. P. 200397-200403. A list of Bell

Landfill General Notice letter recipients is attached.

Letter to M. Herbert M Bell IlIl fromM. Thomas Vol taggio, U S. EPA
re: Ceneral Notice letter, 8/12/91. P. 200404-200410. A list of

Bel | Landfill General Notice letter recipients is attached.

Letter to M. Mark O Bell from M. Thomas Voltaggio, U S. EPA re:



General Notice letter, 8/12/91. P. 200411-200418. A list of Bell
Landfill General Notice letter recipients is attached.

The Procter and Ganbl e Paper Products Conpany

40. Letter to Ms. Ann K Baily [sic], Procter and Ganbl e Paper Products
Conmpany, from M. Thomas Voltaggio, U S EPA re: GCeneral Notice
letter, 5/29/90. P. 200419-200424. A certified mail receipt and
concurrences are attached.

41. Letter to M. Martin Kotsch, U S EPA fromM. Ann K Bailey, Procter
and Ganbl e Paper Products Company, re: Response to CGeneral Notice
letter, 6/14/90. P. 200425-200425.

42. Letter to Ms. Ann K Baily [sic], Procter and Ganbl e Paper Products
Conmpany, from M. Thomas C. Voltaggio, U S. EPA re: Special Notice
letter, 7/3/90. P. 200426-200463. The followi ng are attached:

a) an Express Ml slip;
b) a list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter recipients;
c) alist of elements of a good faith offer;

d) an Admi nistrative Order By Consent For Renedi al
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter O Bell
Landfill, Docket No. I1-90-XX-DC

Sayre Area School District

43. Letter to General Counsel, Sayre Area School District, fromM. Peter
W Schaul, US. EPA re: 104(e) request for information, 8/ 29/89. P.
200464-200467. A certified mail receipt is attached.

44. Letter to M. John Raj kowski, U S EPA fromM. Robert J. Landy,
Landy & Zeller, re: Response to 104(e) inquiry for Sayre Area School
District, 9/11/89. P. 200468-200469. A letter regarding the response
to request for information is attached.

Terry Township

45, Letter to M. Robert Horton, Terry Township, from M. Thonas C
Voltaggio, US. EPA re: Special Notice letter, 7/3/90. P.
200470-200507. The following are attached:

a) an Express Ml slip;
b) a list of Bell Landfill Special Notice letter recipients;
c) a list of elements of a good faith offer;

d) an Admi nistrative Order By Consent For Rernedi al
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter of Bell
Landfill, Docket No. 11-90-XX-DC.

46. Letter to M. Francis D. Hardenstine, Terry Township, from M. Bhupi
Khona, U S. EPA re: Special Notice followup letter, 10/10/90. P.
200508-200509. A certified mail recei pt and an Express Mail slip are
att ached.

47. Letter to M. den Potter, Terry Township, fromM. Lydia Isales, US.
EPA, re: Special Notice followup letter, 10/24/90. P.
200510- 200510.



48.

10.

Letter to M. Ray DePaola, Giffin and Dawsey, from M. Judith R
Hykel , re: Terry Township's decline to be part of the Adm nistrative
O der by Consent for a RI/FS, 12/6/90. P. 200511-200511.

REMEDI AL RESPONSE PLANNI NG

Menmorandumto M. Stephen D. Jarvela, U S EPA fromM. Joseph A
DeAngel is, Weston-Sper, re: Prelimnary Assessnent Survey, 1/18/89.
P. 300001-300014. The follow ng are attached:

a) a Prelimnary Assessnment Fact Sheet regarding the file
i nventory sunmmary;

b) a Renoval Assessnent Fact Sheet;

c) Attachment A, a list of owners, operators, generators, and
transporters;

d) Attachrment B, a list of people and their affiliation involved
with Bell Landfill;

e) Attachnment C, site information;
f) two site |l ocation naps;

g) a handwitten tel ephone conversation record regardi ng health
consul tation.

Menorandumto file from M. Mark Donovan, Commonweal th of

Pennsyl vania, re: Residential well and |eachate seep sanpl es,
6/28/89. P. 300015-300023. The sanple data summary and anal yti cal
results are attached.

Report: Prelimnary Health Assessment for Bell Landfill, Wal using,
Bradf ord County, Pennsylvania, prepared by the Agency for Toxic
Subst ances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR), 1/2/90. P. 300024-300042.

Mermorandumto M. Bhupi Khona, U S. EPA fromM. Reginald F. Harris,
U S. EPA re: Environmental concerns about the |eachate seeps
emanating fromthe Bell Landfill, 7/3/91. P. 300043-300043.

Report: Bell Landfill Ecol ogical R sk Assessnent, prepared by U S
EPA, 10/14/93. P. 300044-300118.

Report: Toxicol ogi cal Data Managerment, Bell Landfill R sk Assessnent,
prepared by CDM Federal Programs Corporation. 2/8/94. P.
300119-300297. A cover letter is attached.

Letter to M. Ronuald Roman, U S. EPA, from M. Janes A LaRegina,
Envi ronnent al Resources Managenent, Inc., re: Review comments on the
Ri sk Assessnment Report on behalf of the Bell Landfill Settling
Conmittee, 3/23/94. P. 300119-300293.

Menorandumto M. Romuald A Ronman, U S. EPA, from M. Reginald F.
Harris, US. EPA re: Responses to Environmental Resources
Managenent, Inc.'s comrents on the R sk Assessnent, 4/4/94. P.
300294- 300296.

Report: Draft Bell Landfill Settling Conpanies, Feasibility Study
Report, Bell Landfill Superfund Site, prepared by Environnental
Resour ces Managenent, Inc., 5/2/94. P. 300297-300427.

Letter to M. Ronuald Roman, U S. EPA, from M. Janmes A LaRegi na,



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

V.

Envi ronnent al Resources Managenent, Inc., re: Responses to EPA's
Feasibility Study comments, 6/20/94. P. 300428-300432.

Letter to M. Ronuald Roman, U S. EPA, from M. Janmes A LaRegi na,
Envi ronnent al Resources Management, Inc., re: Revised alternative
cost estimates, 6/22/94. P. 300433-300433.

Proposed Plan, Bell Landfill Superfund Site, Towanda, Pennsyl vani a,
7/5/94. P. 300434-300467.

Report: Final Bell Landfill Settling Conpanies, Feasibility Study
Report, Bell Landfill Superfund Site, prepared by Environnental
Resour ces Managenent, Inc. 7/7/94. P. 300468-300604.

Menmorandumto M. Ronuald Roman, U S. EPA, from M. Bruce Rundel |,
US. EPA re: Tine frane for natural attenuation at the site, 9/8/94.
P. 300605- 300605.

Menmorandumto M. Bruce Rundell, U S. EPA, from Ms. Barbara Smth,
US EPA re: Information on the classification of ground water,
9/ 12/94. P. 300606- 300607.

Report: Bell Landfill Final Renedial Investigation Report, prepared
by Environnmental Resources Managenent, Inc., 7/30/93. P.
300608- 300992.

CONGRESS| ONAL  CORRESPONDENCE/ COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT/ | MAGERY

Letter to M. Morris Messersnmith fromM. WIIliam Schm eg, Friend
Laboratory, Inc., re: Final part of New York water testing report for
sanpl es col |l ected March 20, 1984, 5/11/84. P. 500001-500001. This
letter refers to the report No. 11 in Section | of this index
entitled, "Report of Tests for Friend Laboratory, Inc., Lab. Nunber
84-72052," P. 100047-100074.

Letter to Ms. D ane Masters fromM. WIIliam Schm eg, Friend
Laboratory, Inc., re: Final test results fromNew York Testing
Laboratory, 7/3/84. P. 500002-500002. This letter refers to the
report No. 12 in Section | of this index entitled, "Report of Tests
for Friend Laboratory, Inc., Lab. Number 84-72890," P. 100075-100119.

Letter to M. Morris Messersnith fromM. WIIliam Schm eg, Friend
Laboratory, Inc., re: Final test results fromNew York Testing
Laboratory, 7/3/84. P. 500003-500003. This letter refers to the
report No. 12 in Section | of this index entitled, "Report of Tests
for Friend Laboratory, Inc., Lab. Number 84-72890," P. 100075-100119.

Newspaper article entitled, "Bell Landfill: Wwo WII Pay for
C ean- Up?", (periodical unknown), 7/28/88. P. 500004-500004.

U S. EPA Environnental News entitled "Study to Begin At Bell Landfill
Superfund Site," 1/91. P. 500005-500007.

Transcript of Proceedings In Re: U S EPA Proposed Plan nmeeting for
Bel | Landfill Superfund Site, Operable Units 1 & 2, 7/19/94. P.
500008- 500041.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA, from M. Ernest G Parker,
re: Comments on the situation at the Bell Landfill and request for an
additional 30 days to reviewthe plan, 7/27/94. P. 500042-500044. An
envel ope is attached.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA from M. Ernest G Parker



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

and Ms. Anna H Parker, re: Comments on the proposed plan and
concurrence with Alternative 3, 8/10/94. P. 500045-500046.

U S. EPA Public Notice entitled "The United States Environnental

Prot ecti on Agency Announces a 30-day Extension of the Proposed Pl an
Public Conment Period for the Bell Landfill Superfund Site," 8/11/94.
P. 500047-500047.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA, from M. Ernie Parker, re:
A list of docunents obtained over a period of time, 8/16/94. P.
500048- 500055. A chronol ogical |ist of docunents pertaining to the
Bel | Landfill is attached.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA fromM. & Ms. MJ.
Messersnith, re: Comrents on the proposed plan and concurrence with
Alternative 3, 8/17/94. P. 500056-500057.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA re: Comments on the
proposed plan and concurrence with Alternative 3, 8/23/94. P.
500058- 500059.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA, from The Davis', re:
Comment s on the proposed plan and concurrence with Alternative 3,
8/31/94. P. 500060-500063. An envelope is attached.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA fromM. & Ms. Stanley D
Bundl e, re: Comments on the proposed plan and concurrence with
Alternative 3, 9/6/94. P. 500064-500066. An envelope is attached.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA, from Ms. Nancy Caudell, re:
Comment s on the proposed plan and concurrence with Alternative 3,
9/ 6/94. P. 500067-500069. An envelope is attached.

Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S. EPA, from M. David & D anne
Masters, re: Comments on the proposed plan and concurrence with
Alternative 3, 9/7/94. P. 500070-500078. The follow ng are attached:

a) a letter dated Septenber 14, 1983 regarding sanple results
fromBell Landfill;

b) a Waste and Wastewater Report;
c) lab testing results;
d) an envel ope.
Handwitten letter to M. Roman, U S EPA, fromM. Russell M Wlls,

re: Concurrence with the Parker Fanily proposals and concerns with
the landfill, (undated). P. 500079-500080.

U S. EPA Public Notice entitled "The United States Environnental
Prot ecti on Agency Announces the Proposed Plan and Public Coment
Period for the Bell Landfill Superfund Site," (undated). P.
500081- 500081.



BELL LANDFI LL SITE

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FOR THE UNI LATERAL ORDER FOR ACCESS<Foot not e>*
Adm nistrative Record File available 1/3/92. </ f oot not e>

| NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

PROPERTY DOCUMENTS

1. Deed, Bell Landfill, granted to M. Wayne CGowin, Ms. Hannah L. Gowin,
M. Walter Gowin, Ms. Dorothy L. Gowin, and M. Herbert Bell, 3/13/74. P. 1-16.

2. Petition for Grant of Letters of Adninistration for the Estate of M.
Herbert M Bell, Jr., (undated). P. 17-21. The followi ng are attached:

a) an Cath of Personal Representative;

b) a Register of WIls;

c) a Renunci ation form

d) an I nheritance Tax Return for I|nsolvent Estates.

3. Notice of Filing for Appraisement for the Estate of M. Herbert M
Bel |, 1/26/81. P. 22-29. The following are attached:

a) a Liabilities Appraisal;

b) an appraisal of a small coin collection;
c) an appraisal of landfill equipment;

d) an apprai sal of used guns;

e) an apprai sal of vehicles.

4. Copy of State Interstate Succession Law (20 PA. Cons. Stat. 301 (b)),
(undated). P. 30-30.

NOTI CE OF POTENTI AL LI ABI LITY; | NFORVATI ON REQUESTS

5. Letter to Ms. divia M Bell, OM Bell Trucking and Landfill, from
M. Bruce P. Smith, US. EPA re: 104(e) information request,
5/19/87. P. 31-33.

6. Letter to Ms. Cerallyn Downes-Valls, US EPA fromM. Frank J.
N em ec, Davis, Murphy, and Niemec, re: Response to a 104(e)
information request, 6/16/87. P. 34-75. The follow ng are attached:

a) three Pennsyl vani a Department of Environnental Resources
(PADER) inspection reports;

b) an envel ope;

c) a letter regarding a subject order;

d) two contract orders;

e) four PADER Land Di sposal |nspection Reports;

f) five invoices;

g) a letter regarding guidelines for landfill closure;

h) Quidelines for Aosure Plan of a Sanitary Landfill;



i) a letter regarding a contract order alteration;
i) a letter regarding black sludge;
k) sanpling information;
1) OM Bell Sanitation Service |etterhead.
7. Letter to Ms. Qivia M Bell fromM. Thonas Voltaggio, US. EPA re:

Notice of potential liability, 5/29/90. P. 76-82. Two certified mail
recei pts are attached.

8. Adm nistrative Order by Consent In the Matter of: Bell Landfill,
Docket No. 111-90-xx-DC, 6/25/90. P. 83-121. The followi ng are
attached:

a) a cover letter to Ms. Qivia M Bell;
b) two good faith offers;
c) a list of Special Notice Recipients;

d) a certified mail receipt.

9. Admini strative Order by Consent In the Matter of: Bell Landfill,
Docket No. I11-90-xx-DC, 6/25/90. P. 122-159. The following are
att ached:

a) aletter to Ms. divia M Bell, OM Bell Trucking and
Landfill;

b) a good faith offer;
c) a list of Special Notice Recipients;
d) a certified nail receipt.

10. Letter to M. Herbert M Bell, IlIl fromM. Thomas Vol taggio, U S.
EPA, re: Potential liability notice, 8/12/91. P. 160-166. A general
notice letter recipient list is attached.

11. Letter to M. Mark O Bell from M. Thomas Voltaggio, U S EPA re:
Potential liability notice, 8/12/91. P. 167-174. Two general notice
letter recipient lists are attached.

12. Letter to Ms. Colleen Bell fromM. Thomas Voltaggio, U S. EPA re:
Potential liability notice, 8/12/91. P. 175-181. A general notice

letter recipient list is attached.

COST DOCUMENTATI ON

13. Summary of U S. EPA Expenditures, Bell Landfill, prepared by M.
Leslie Vassallo, 6/11/91. P.182-182.

FI LED ACTI ONS AND SETTLEMENTS W TH RESPECT TO THE BELL LANDFILL SITE

14. Admini strative Order by Consent In the Matter of: Bell Landfill,
Docket No. 111-91-11-DC, 12/27/90. P 183-235.

BELL LANDFI LL SUPERFUND SI TE ADM NI STRATI VE UNI LATERAL CRDER FCR ACCESS

15. Adm nistrative Oder for Access In the Matter of: Bell Landfill,
Docket No. 111-91-47-DC, 10/22/91. P. 236-255.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Letter to Ms. AQivia M Bell fromM. Judith R Hykel, US. EPA re:
Unilateral Order for Access, 12/24/91. P. 256-256.

Letter to M. Herbert M Bell, Ill fromM. Judith R Hykel, U S. EPA
re: Unilateral Oder for Access, 12/24/91. P. 257-257.

Letter to M. Mark O Bell fromMs. Judith R Hykel, US. EPA re:
Unilateral Order for Access, 12/24/91. P. 258-258.

Letter to Ms. Colleen Bell fromM. Judith R Hykel, U S. EPA re:
Unilateral Order for Access, 12/24/91. P. 259-259.

Menmorandumto M. Edwin B. Erickson, U S. EPA from M. Tom Vol taggi o,
and Ms. Marcia E. Miulkey, U S EPA re: Unilateral Order for Access,
(undated). P. 260-261.

Menorandumto M. Edwin B. Erickson, US. EPA from M. Tom Vol taggio,
and Ms. Marcia E. Mulkey, U S. EPA re: Unilateral Oder for Access
and Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) |ndemification Agreenent,
12/19/91. P. 262-263.

I ndemni fi cation and Hol d Harnl ess Agreenent between U S. EPA and GIE
Products Corporation, 11/27/91. P. 264-264.

I ndemni fi cation and Hol d Harnl ess Agreenent between U S. EPA and E. |
du Pont de Nenours and Conpany, 11/19/91. P. 265-265.

I ndemni fi cation and Hol d Harnl ess Agreenent between U S. EPA and
Masoni te Corporation, 11/15/91. P. 266-266.



RECORD OF DECI SI ON

BELL LANDFI LL SUPERFUND SI TE
DECLARATI ON

SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON

Bel | Landfill Superfund Site
Terry Township
Bradf ord County, Pennsylvania

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedial action plan for the Bell Landfill Superfund
Site (the "Site") in Bradford County, Pennsylvania which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA"), as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut hori zation act of 1986, 42 U S.C [Para] 9601 ("SARA'), and to the extent practicable,
the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ("NCP'), 40 CF. R Part 300. This
deci sion is based upon and docurmented in the contents of the Adninistrative Record. The attached index
identifies the items which conprise the Adninistrative Record.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a concurs with the sel ected renedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U.S. C
[ Para] 9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, as specified in
Section VI, Summary of Site Risks, in the ROD, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action sel ected,
may present an inmminent and substantial endangernent to the public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The renmedial action plan in this docurment is presented as the permanent renedy for controlling the soil
and groundwat er contam nation at the Site. This remedy is conprised of the foll owing conponents:

i Capping two fill areas with a Pennsyl vani a Departnment of Environnental Resources ("PADER') nuni ci pal
landfill cap.
i Reconstructing the existing | eachate collection system and collecting |eachate in new storage tanks for

off-site treatnent and di sposal.
i Deed restriction preventing residential use of the Site.

i Renoving visibly stained soils fromthe areas inpacted by |eachate (followed by confirnmatory sanpling),
and placing these soils in areas to be capped.

i Long-term noni toring of ground and surface water.
i Landfill gas venting system
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne that the selected renmedy is protective of human
health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State requirenents that |egally are applicable or
rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost-effective. The selected renmedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies
the statutory preference for renedial actions in which treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or
volume is a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renuining on site above health-based | evels, a
review will be conducted within five (5) years after the comrencenent of the remedial action to ensure that
human health and the environnent continue to be adequately protected by the remedy.
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